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Zur Entstehung und Geschichte des 
trinitarischen Personbegriffes 

C. Andbesek, Marburg 


R^sume^ 

Das Auftreten des trinitarischen Prosopon-BegrifiFes bei so 
unterschiedlich strukturierten Denkem wie Kallist, Sabellius, 
Hippolyt und Tertullian lenkt die Aufmerksamkeit auf eine 
gemeinsame, altere Tradition, die exegetischer Natur ist. Nur 
ihre theologische Auswertung wird von den genannten Theologen 
verschieden vorgenommen. Dabei ergibt eine vergleichende 
Analyse der beiden Lehrskizzen, die Hippolyt fiir Kallist in 
seinem Elenchos bietet, daB die zweite Lehrskizze (X 27,3—4) 
nicht wie bisher iiblich als indirekte Quellenbasis fiir die trini- 
tarische Lehrformel des Sabellius von dem Sv ngdaconov dienen 
kann. Die Behauptung der spateren Sabelliuspolemik (Basilius 
von Caesarea), Sabellius habe TiQoacoTtov als „Maske“ verstanden, 
muB kritisch beurteilt werden, auch wenn angesichts des Ver- 
sagens der Quellen nicht positiv festgehalten werden kann, wie 
die sabellianische Konzeption urspriinglich aussah. 

Der erwahnte gemeinsame Traditionsgrimd der genannten 
Theologen ist die prosopographische Schrifbexegese. Eine Wurzel 
derselben liegt im genuin christlichen Bereich: Sie geht auf exege- 
tische Testimoniensammlungen zuriick, und zwar auf jenen Typ B, 
der im Gegensatz zum Typ A (acta) nicht das heilsgeschicht- 
liche Schema von VerheiBung und Erftillung benutzt, sondem 
die Testimoniareihe als ,,OfFenbarung8spruche*‘ (dicta) zusammen- 

^ Der vollstandige Text wurde in der Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche 
Wissenschaft 62, 1961, 1—39 mit folgender Oliederung verofifentlicht: 1. Pro- 

sopon in der theologischen Debatte um 200: Kallist, Sabellius, Hippolyt. 
2. Prosopographische Schriftexegese vor Tertullian. 3. Die Prosoponformel 
in der spatantiken Literatur. 4. Von der prosopographischen Schriftexegese 
zum trinitarischen Personbegriff. 6. Hire unterschiedliche Entwicklung in 
West und Ost. 6. Der Beitrag der westlichen Tradition zur trinitarischen 
Debatte des Ostens. 7. Zusammenfassung. 
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stellt (Hebr. 1) und darin einer dialogischen Exegese huldigt, die 
nach dem Sprecher und dem Angesprochenen fragt. Die andere 
Wurzel gehort dem profan-literarischen Bereich an und steht mit 
der Homerexegese der Stoiker und vor allem der Interpretation 
der platonischen Dialoge in der Spatantike im Zusammenhang. 
Beides wird bei den Apologeten (Justin) und den Alexandrinem 
(Origenes) zur prosopographischen Exegese im eigentlichen 
Sinne vereint. Die hierbei vollzogene „Literarisierung“ der her- 
meneutischen Prinzipien zwang jedoch gleichzeitig dazu, starker 
das Inspirationsdogma heranzuziehen, um den dogmatischen 
Charakter der Schriftaussage zu erhalten. Das gottliche Pneuma 
erhielt eine betonte Funktion als dogmatische Autoritat der pro¬ 
sopographischen Exegese, wahrend innerhalb der dialogischen 
Exegese alterer Provenienz die dogmatische Aussagekraft in dem 
Spruch als gottliches Dictum selber gelegen hatte. Die harte 
Konsequenz davon war aber nicht nur, daB man sich damit den 
Weg verbaute, von der prosopographischen Exegese aus einen 
metaphysischen Personbegriff zu begriinden (vgl. die charak- 
teristische Zitationsformel: c5c nQoacbTiov)^ sondem auch, daB 
speziell fiir den hi. Geist der innertrinitarische Personbegriff 
exegetisch nicht entwickelt werden konnte. Neben dem bekannten 
allegorischen Spiritualismus will besonders auch dieser Punkt 
beriicksichtigt sein, wenn man erklaren will, warum die alexan- 
drinische Theologie nicht ngoaoinov, sondern i^Ttdaraaig als meta¬ 
physischen Begriff der trinitarischen Spekulation wahlte. 

Wahrend man im Osten sich so gleichzeitig mit der Proble- 
matik belastet hatte, dem in der philosophischen Terminologie 
festgelegten Hypostasisbegriff eine neue Bedeutung zu ver- 
mitteln, sah sich Tertullian bei der Auswertung der prosopo¬ 
graphischen Exegese solchen Schwierigkeiten nicht gegeniiber. 
Mit Hilfe des ihm eigenen, aber auch von seinen Mit christen ver- 
standenen Verbalrealismus gewann er aus ihrer Zitationsformel 
(ex 'persona) fiir die tertia persona ein metaphysisches Verstandnis 
als praexistenten Gesprachspartner des innertrinitarischen Dialo- 
ges. Dabei hat die Parakletvorstellung des Montanisten keinen 
nennenswerten EinfluB ausgeiibt, wie iiberhaupt der Theologe 
Tertullian mit seinen spezifischen Auspragungen und auch seiner 
beriihmten Pormel: tres personae — una svbstantia in der abcnd- 
landischen Geschichte des trinitarischen Personbegriffes eine 
geringe Rolle spielt. Letztere wird vielmehr von jenem Person¬ 
begriff der dialogischen Interpretationsmethode bestimmt. 
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welche dem mehr fundamentalistisch ausgepragten Biblizismus 
des Westens entsprach. Hierfur kann Novatian als Zeuge auf- 
genifen werden. Man kann bei ihm gleichzeitig studieren, wie der 
schon bei Kallist feststellbare EinfluB des lateinischen persona im 
steigenden MaBe sich geltend macht. Beides gemeinsam hat der 
prosopographischen Exegese und dem auf dieselbe sich griinden- 
den trinitarischen Personbegriff im Abendland die unangefoch- 
tene Autoritat dogmatisch giiltiger Offenbaningswahrheit ver- 
mittelt. 

Zu den erwahnten Schwierigkeiten traten im 3./4. Jahrhundert 
im Osten noch weitere Hindemisse fiir die prosopographische 
Exegese hinzu, vor allem, daB sie von Haretikem fiir ihre trini- 
tarische Konzeption herangezogen wurde und so suspekt er- 
schien. Hier sind zunachst die Sabellianer spaterer Auspragung 
zu nennen, fiir die Basilius (im Gegensatz zu Sabellius selbst) 
durchaus als Quellenbasis dienen kann. Daneben zeigen die 
Fragmente, daB auch Marcell von Ancyra seine okonomische Tri- 
nitatslehre mit Hilfe der prosopographischen Schrifbexegese be- 
griindete. Die Entwicklung eines trinitarischen Personbegriffes 
durch die Kappadokier mit Hilfe einer distinktiven Begriffs- 
klarung des Verhaltnisses von ova/a und indaxaaiQ konnte sich 
nicht unmittelbar auf die Schriftaussage griinden. Gewisse 
Beobachtungen lassen vermuten, daB hierin der anfangliche 
Widerstand von Athanasius gegen die „drei Hypostasen“ = 
3 Personen begriindet liegt, und daB erst Kontakte mit dem 
Westen dem Bischof von Alexandrien die Erkenntnis vermit- 
telten, das Sprechen von drei Personen lasse sich exegetisch 
rechtfertigen. Um so sicherer ist der dogmengeschichtliche Sieg 
des trinitarischen Personbegriffes auf dem okumenischeh Konzil 
von Konstantinopel als eine Folge davon zu bewerten, daB der 
theologischen Begriffsklarung des Ostens durch den Westen und 
seine biblizistische Tradition die Autoritat der Schriftwahrheit 
verliehen wurde. 


Digitized by 


Google 



L’Eglise des Oentils dans Teccl^siologie de St. J4rdme 

Y. Bodik, Poitiers 


La doctrine eccleaiologique de Jerome est malaisee k re^sumer, 
car elle est eparse dans ses nombreux travaux; il n’a pas d’expose 
complet sur I’Eglise. 

La doctrine de TEglise se trouve surtout dans son exeg^se 
qui, pour prendre un tour scientifique, est comme celle de ses 
devanciers, figurative, c’est-i-dire comportant une part de typo- 
logie stricte et une part iJlegorisante: le commentaire des pro- 
phfetes est, dans St. Jerome, ime source in^puisable de refiexions 
sur I’Eglise. Depuis longtemps dej& on a signale la fa9on dont 
il traite I’argument prophetique^: son point de vue est eccle- 
siologique; le premier avenement pour lui, c’est, avec le Christ, 
I’Eglise et sa mission: «tous les prophfetes ont parl6derEgli8e»*. 
A plusieurs reprises, on trouve d6s ces commentaires Tesquisse 
d’une synthase de I’idee d’Eglise: pour ne prendre que Texemple 
du ch. 64 d’Isaie, I’Eglise est la cite merveilleuse dont Dieu 
est Tarchitecte, le Christ, la pierre d’angle, les apotres, les fon- 
dements, et les fiddles, les pierres vivantes, c*est dire qu’elle est 
la cite de la justice et de la paix, Dieu etant en elle le Dieu du 
monde entier, sans distinction de races^. 

Mais c’est aussi dans toute son oeuvre polemique, historique 
ou epistolaire qu’il faut aller chercher sa pensee sur I’Eglise. 


^ Cf. F. Abel, Melanges III, Revue Biblique 24, 1917, 262 sc. 

* Tract, in ps. 86, Anecdota Maredsolana (A. M.) Ill 2, p. 100. 

* Comment, in Is. ch. 54, 2 sc. — 1. 16, PL 24, 621. 626. — Cf. encore J4r6me 
Comment, de Is. livre 10, PL 24, 376—377 et livre 13, PL 24, 471—474. — Pour 
4s lettres de J6r6me, je renvoie k I’^dit. Hilberg, CSEL 64—66, Vienne- 
Leipzig 1910—1918; commentarioli, tractatus, homiliae in Ps. ^dit. G. Morin 
en 3 volumes des Anecdota Maredsolana, t. 3, Oxford Maredsous 1896—1903; 
pour PL, je renvoie k la colonne de Migne, ^dit. 1845; pour in Hieremiam, k 
r^dit. Reiter, CSEL 69, Vienne-Leipzig 1913. 
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Impossible de relever 14 cet ensemble^. Marquons une des in- 
sistances: TEglise des Nations, sa croissance. 

Jerusalem, la ville sainte, est en r4gle generale la figure de 
I’Eglise. Tel est le theme de front. Commentant le ch. 16 d’Eze- 
chiel, il dit: <(Tout ce que nous disons de Jerusalem, nous le 
rapportons 4 I’Eglise^*. C’est vrai aussi de SioUy dont le sens 
etymologique de <poste d’observation eleven lui permet d’affirmer 
que I’Eglise est etablie sur le sommet des dogmes sacres®. Et par 
consequent, le Temple edifie sur la montagne se rapporte aussi 
a I’Eglise de J. C.; nous en voyons chaque jour I’edification 
dans ses Saints^. 

Mais sur ce theme de la cite, se greffe immediatement celui 
autrement important, du conflit des 2 cites. Cette variation sur 
I’election de la Gentilite aux depens de la Synagogue revient plus 
de 100 fois; les Gentils comme les Juifs sont appeles au salut; 
avec la gentilite commence un peuple nouveau, vivant I’esprit 
des beatitudes®. Et «si les etrangers doivent venir de I’Occident et 
de rOrient pour se reposer dans le sein d’Abraham», c’est parce 
que s’est leve sur eux le soleil de Justice changeant I’olivier 
sauvage en bon olivier®, engendrant ITsrael selon I’esprit’, 
dans I’adoration du vrai Dieu®. Cette oeuvre de filiation adoptive 
est le fait de la puissance divine manifestee en la passion du Fils, 
car, alors, le rejeton de Jesse se sera eleve pour 6tre I’etendard 
des peuples et pour dominer sur les nations®. 

L’histoire d’ailleurs de I’implantation de cette eglise des 
nations s’inscrit selon une dialectique precise: c’est aux Juifs 
d’abord qu’etait reservee la presentation de la parole, mais 
puisqu’ils I’ont rejetee, comme I’avait predit Is. 6,9 et comme I’a 
explique Paul Rom. 11,8, les Gentils furent alors appeles 4 


* Get ensemble fait actuellement Tobjet d’une recherche en vue d'une 
th^se de doctorat encore sur le chantier. 

* Cf. In Ezech. 1. 4, PL 25, 125AB; 1. 13, PL 25, 41 SAB. — In Isaiam 1. 9, 
PL 24, 345D; 1. 10, PL 24, 358 A; 1. 17, PL 24, 626C. - In Sophon. 3, 1, 
PL 25, 1376 A. - In Hier. 1, 1, CSEL 59, p. 47. 

’ Cf. in Is. 1. 5, PL 24,178C; 1. 6, PL 24, 220D-221 A; 1. 7, PL 24, 267 A. - 
In Mich. 1. 1, PL 25, 1182C; Lettre 108, trad. Labourt V, c. 9, p. 167. 

^ In Ezech. 40 - 1. 12, PL 25, 375 C. 

* Comment, in Is. 66, 22 — 1. 18, PL 24, 674 A B. 

* Tract, on ps. 106, A. M. Ill 2, p. 176-178. 

^ Comment, in Hier. 1. 6, CSEL 59, p. 378. 

» In Is. 17, 7 -1. 7, PL 24, 243 B. 

» In Is. PL 24, 149 A B et In Hier. 1. 3, CSEL 59, p. 204. 
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se rassasier dans les deserts abandonnes par les Juifs^. La pre¬ 
miere evangelisation s’est faite par le petit reste d’Israel, epargne 
pour «qu’il y ait une voix k annoncer parmi les nations la gloire 
de Dieu»*. Toutefois, cette entree massive des nations dans 
TEglise sera k la longue pour le benefice des Juifs: Israel lui- 
meme aura misericorde, les Juifs se convertiront, car ils sont nos 
pferes®, comme Paul I’a dit en Bom. 11,25. Ainsi, apr^s le rejet 
temporairedes Juifs symbolise dans le figuier maudit®, il y aura 
reunion generale de tous en J. C. et dans la charite mutuelle*. 

Jerome avait k coeur d’etablir par les predictions divines 
la verite de cette Eglise des Gentils sur la Synagogue dechue; il 
soumet done les textes k sa typologie ecclesiale’, ne craignant 
pas de sacrifier, il est vrai avec reserve, par rapport k ses devan- 
ciers, au procede allegorisant: cette vocation de la gentilite 
est, dit-il, abondamment illustree par le retour de la captivite 
et la restauration de Jerusalem selon Jeremie 30,18; e’est Ik le 
type m6me de la naissance de TEglise des Gentils, arrachee k 
Nabuchodonosor. C’est vrai encore du rfeglement d’entree et de 
sortie dans le temple d’Ezechiel, au ch. 46. C’est Thistoire du 
ravissement du droit d’ainesse ou de Th^ritage, comme ce fut 
le cas dans I’histoire des CaTn-Abel — Ismael-Israel — Esaii-Jacob 
— Ruben-Juda. Jerome n’a pas de peine non plus k invoquer 
certaines paraboles de I’Evangile pour etablir son propos; c’est 
I’histoire des ouvriers de la 11« heure, heure de I’Eglise des Gen¬ 
tils; c’est I’histoire des deux fils ou des vignerons, en Matt. 21; 
c’est aussi le sens de I’entree de Jesus k Jerusalem, mont4 sur un 
&non, ou de la d4chirure du voile, aprfes la Passion®. 

^ In Is., PL 24, 98 A et 84 D—85 A. — On retrouve ce th5me dans Orig^ne: 
cf. M. Harl dans Origins, 4d. du Seuil 1958, p. 327. 

• In Hier. 1. 1, CSEL 69, p. 70. — Il y a lieu de lire en ce sens tout le bloc 
litt^raire d’Is. ch. 60 4 65 — 1. 17 et 18, PL 24, 688 et la suite. 

* In Hier. 1. 4, CSEL 59, p. 228. — Comment, in ps., A. M. Ill 1, p. 61, 
20 et 52 1 4 5. - In Osee 1. 1, PL 26, 829D et 846C. 

* In Is., PL 24. 128AB, 241C, 298B, 309AB, 311 A, 331C, 498D. - In 
Hier. 1. 2 et 3, CSEL 59, p. 88 et 187. - In Agg., PL 25, 1404BCD. - In 
Eccles., PL 23, 1057 A et 1058 C. - In Matt. 1. 4, PL 26, 182B. 

» In Matt. 21 -1. 3, PL 26, 153BC. 

• In Osee 1. 1, PL 25, 828. 829 et In Mich. 1. 2, PL 26, 1174D. 

’Ha soin d’^carter sans cesse I’ex^gese juive, selon laquelle les figures se 
r6alisaient dans les ^v^nements meme de I’A. T. — Cf. J. Danielou, Sacra- 
mentum futuri, chez Beauchesne, Paris 1950, p. 258. 

« Cf. dans I’ordre: In Hier. 1. 6, CSEL 69, p. 376-377; In Is., PL 24, 26 A; 
In Matt. 1. 3, PL 26, 141C et adv. Jovin. II, P, 23, 329—332; In Matt. 1. 3, 
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Partant, I’Eglise eat Missionaire, telle eat aa grandeur et le 
gage de aon apotheoae. Le principe directeur de cette miaaion 
d’evangeliaation tient k la volonte divine de aalut univerael, 
exprimee en Matt. 28,19, et que Jerome eatime fondee sur de 
nombreuaes prophetiea: c’eat le caa d’laaie 2,3, car c’eat de Sion 
que le measage divin ae r4pandra aur toutea lea nationa pour lea 
arroaer — du pa. 15. oil Ton peut lire en filigrane que le nouveau 
royaume du Chriat aera k la dimension du monde: funes ceci- 
derunt in optimis — du pa. 66: lea nations ont k se rejouir car Dieu 
ne fait acception de personne. 

II eat le Dieu de tous; n’est-ce pas Ik la raison m6me que Paul 
donne k Tite 2,12 dans I’ordre d’evangeliser le monde; «tous 
nous sommes appeles au Royaume de Dieut^. 

Missionaire, I’Eglise Test k deux niveaux: 

Au niveau d’abord de Tinstitution, dirions-nous, au plan des 
Apotres*; ils ne doivent pas rester k Jerusalem; ils doiventevan- 
geliser le monde. Jerome met ce fait en liaison avec Is. ch. 52. 
Dks le V. 7, commentant le «comme ils sont beaux les pieds de 
celui qui pr5che la paixt, il dit: «le Seigneur lava les pieds de 
ses apotres afin qu’ils fussent purs pour la predication, qu’ils 
parcourussent Tunivers en tous sens et qu’ils remplissent en peu 
de temps le monde de la doctrine de J. C.»^, et, plus loin, k 
propos du V. 11: «retirez-vouB, sortez de ce pays ..il leur est 
ordonne de porter TEvangile au monde entier, conformement 
4 Vite docete de Matt. 28,19^. Bref! du germe des apdtres se 
multiplier ont toutes les Eglises^, oar «leur mission est de penetrer 


PL 26, 155BC, 166. - In Matt. 1. 3, PL 26, 147BC et in Maro., A. M. Ill 2, 
p. 355, 18—27; In Matt. 1. 4, PL 26 213A et epist. 120, Labourt VI, o. 8, p. 139. 

1 Cf. dans Tordre: In Is. 2, 3 -1. 1, PL 24, 45B. - In ps. 16, A. M. Ill 1, 
p. 26,16. - Tract, in ps. 66, A. M. Ill 2, p. 33, 7. - Ad Tit. 2, 12, PL 26, 
586 BC. 

* Cette dimension apostolique de Timplantation de TEglise est nne des 
donn^es premieres de Tecol^siologie hi^ronymienne; o'est \k encore, plus de 
100 t^moignages ^pars mais toujours concordants, que J6r6me nous donne sur 
la mission des Apdtres: terme qu'il emploie g4ndralement en son sens strict, 
au sens de successeurs des 12. Son vocabulaire «apostolique» est extrdmement 
riche: envoyds, fondateurs, planteurs, pr^dicateurs, pierres angulaires, fonde- 
ment, princes du Christ, soldats ou guerriers de Dieu, vignerons du Pdre, 
semences d’Eglise, montagnes oh Ton ddihe, fldches, sentinelles, bouches de 
Dieu, t^moins, etc. ... 

* In Is. 62, 7. 8 -1. 14, PL 24, 501 A. 

* In Is. 62,11 -1. 14, PL 24, 603B; 1. 15, PL 24, 626CD, 627 A. 

* In Is. 6, 11 -1. 3, PL 24, 101B. 

2 StudlA Patristica VI 
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dans la for^t des gentils, de convertir k la mansuetude des 
nations si feroces»^, «d’elever I’etendard aux yeux des peuples 
afin que I’appel au salut se fasse entendre non pas dans les 
etroites limites judeennes, mais jusqu’aux extremit^s du monde 
et que la terre entifere entende la Passion du Createur univer- 
sel. . .»*. 

Au niveau encore de Tassemblee chretienne toute entifere, et 
de chaque ohretien en partioulier, I’Eglise est missionaire: d’une 
part, en effet, k la vision de TEglise, milieu de saintete, les incro- 
yants auront le spectacle d’un peuple saint, et dans ses profon- 
deurs, ils decouvriront le Seigneur; c’est en ce sens qu’il faudrait 
comprendre, dit-il, Is. 61,89*. D’ailleurs, les peuples convertis 
ne resteront pas inactifs, car ne se contentant pas de leur propre 
salut, ils s’exhorteront les uns les autres, Jerome illustrant leur 
z^le missionaire par le mot d’Is. 2,3: Venite aacendamtta ad 
morUem Dei*, D’autre part, chaque chretien a un devoir missio¬ 
naire; c’est Ik une exigence d’authenticite du christianisme qui 
n’est pas dans le formalisme, c’e8t-4-dire la seule oeuvre accom- 
plie (p. ex. le jeiine), mais dans I’amour des autres, et plus 
precisement du Christ dans les plus pauvres. Voil4 pourquoi le 
chretien, selon la prediction d’Is. 58,6. 7, doit rendre k la liberte 
de la verite, les ames captives de I’erreur, faire entrer dans I’Eg- 
lise et revStir du manteau du Christ, les indigents qui grelottent 
du froid de I’incredulite*. Jerome n’a, par consequent, pas de 
peine k fulminer «contre ces paresseux que se contentent de leur 
propre salut. . .»®, «tant il est vrai que nul ne doit se croire 
exempt de concourir 4 ces travaux, tons doivent rivaliser de zele 
4 construire I’Eglise^’, en un mot, selon le prophfete Daniel 
(12,3 sc) «4 communiquer la parole car si elle ne sert pas 4 I’edi- 
fication d’autrui, elle ne pent recevoir la recompense du labeur 
qu’elle n’a pas fait»®. 

Cet elan missionaire portera ses fruits: la conversion du monde 
et celle des Juifs, nous I’avons dit. Ce sera alors le second avene- 


» In Ib. 41, 8-1. 12, PL 24, 415BC et 429B. 

* In Is. 62,10 -1. 17, PL 24, 609AB. 

* In Is. 61, 8-1.17, PL 24, 603 A. 

* In Is. 2, 3 -1. 1, PL 24, 44C. 

» In Is. 58, 6-1. 16, PL 24, 567 A B. 

* In Is. 21, 14 -1. 7, PL 24, 266 B. 

’ In Ezech. 48, 17 -1. 14, PL 25, 486C. 

* In Daniel. 12, 1 sc., PL 25, 576C. 
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ment du Christ et la Paque de TEglise. Jerome est sobre sur 
TEglise future. Ayant eu k refuter I’erreur pelagienne qui con- 
fondait I’etat de voie et I’etat de terme, il est amene k definir 
TEglise celeste comme I’ensemble des saints parvenus au terme 
de la recompense, I’Eglise sans tache, d’Eph. 5,1’Epouse appelee 
du Cantiq. 4,7^. Ce sera, «reunis en un mfime lieu les restes d’ls- 
rael, mfiles au peuple des Gontils un peuple innombrable dans le 
pare, au mur invulnerablej>*. Non pas qu’il s’agisse d’une nou- 
velle Eglise: ce sont plutot deux etats d’une m§me realite: car 
I’Eglise de la Terre est le prelude de la triomphante «son droit 
de cite est au ciel. . . plantes en elle, nous fleurirons en paradis... 
bref, le temps de I’Eglise n’est encore que le rayonnement de la 
lune dans la nuit, mais pas encore le resplendissement du vrai 
soleih®. On ne saurait mieux dire leur prolongement: aujourd’hui, 
I’Eglise est mise au pressoir, mais demain, il I’etablira en renom, 
car elle obtiendra I’lieritage, aujourd’hui I’accomplissement 
partiel des propheties dans I’Eglise, au second avenement du 
Sauveur, I’accomplissement complet*. 

Pour conclure, est il utile de preciser que ces quelques re¬ 
flexions ne font qu’effleurer I’idee d’Eglise dans St. Jerome. Nous 
n’avons voulu qu’esquisser la courbe de son angle historique: 
le deroulement de I’Eglise dans son histoire. Cette composante 
apellerait d’autres insistances complementaires tr^s fermes 
quoique aussi eparses dans I’oeuvre hieronymienne, en particulier 
le rappel de la structure ontologique de I’Eglise en sa double 
dimension divine et humaine. Le tout est sans cesse enveloppe 
dans les explications exegetiques qui sont un melange de philo- 
logie hebraique et de typologie traditionnelle®, trfes abondante, 
non seulement parce que Jerome est avant tout I’Homme 
de I’Ecriture®, mais parce que les besoins de la polemique 
contre I’exegese juive relative k I’Ancien Testament appelait 

1 Dial, contra Pel. Ill 13, PL 23, 583 B. 

* In Mich. 2,11 -1. 1, PL 25, 1174D. 

* De exodo in vig. paschae, A. M. Ill 2, p. 407, 5. — Tract, in ps. 91, A. M. 
Ill 2, p. 126, 7. - In Zach. 14, 9 sc. -1. 3, PL 25,1529 D. - In Is. 60,19 -1.17, 
PL 24, 598C et 483C. 

* In Sophon. 3,19, PL 25, 1386C. — Comment, in ps. 5, A. M. Ill 1, p. 12, 
14. - In Is., PL 24, 598 C. 

* Cf. A. Penna: Principi e carattere dell’ exegesi di s. Gerolamo, Roma 
1950, p. 141 sc. 

* Dom Antin le notait aussi & propos «des id^es morales de St. J4rdme», 
Melanges de science religieuse 1957, cah. 2. 

2 * 
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une typologie susceptible de marquer la superiorite du Nou¬ 
veau. 

L’interSt de son temoignage n’est pas dans la nouveaute du 
contenu; il reste le fiddle disciple d’Orig^ne; mais comme lui, il 
vise k 6tre Thomme de la Tradition avant tout^. Or, \k est I’in- 
teret, d’avoir de ce grand latinisant un temoignage sur un thfeme 
aussi important que celui de TEglise. 

^ P. Antin: Essai sur St. J6rdme, Paris 1951, p. 163; et M. Harl, dans Ori- 
g^ne, ed. du Seuil 1958, p. 356. 
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It would appear to be the generally accepted view of modern 
patristic scholarship that the origins of Docetism are to be 
found in Graeco-Oriental dualism, in the belief that matter is 
inherently evil and in the philosophical doctrine of the divine 
impassibility. Yet even a cursory examination of the sources 
reveals a much more complex situation. The fathers, in descri¬ 
bing the heretical systems they are concerned to refute, record a 
considerable number of ideas as lying at the source of docetic 
views. These ideas may be summarised under four heads, depen¬ 
ding upon whether they spring primarily from a doctrine of the 
Godhead, from a cosmology, from an anthropology or from a 
Christology. 

The doctrine of God is to the fore when the complete and 
enduring humanity of the Incarnate Lord is denied on the 
grounds that (a) God is impassible and therefore cannot have any 
association with the suiBFering of the Cross; (b)God is immutable 
and therefore cannot be one with human nature which is neces¬ 
sarily subject to change and growth; (c) God is so remotely 
transcendent that it is either impossible for Him to become man 
or unfitting for Him to undergo the (so-called) sordid processes 
of human birth. 

Cosmology is pre-eminent when it is asserted that (a) matter 
is the realm of the Demiurge and therefore not the concern of the 
Supreme God; and (b) the material is incapable of salvation 
being subject to corruption. In either case a true humanity, in 
all its elemental materiality, is unthinkable. 

Anthropology is the primary category when it is held that (a) 
the flesh is evil, and (b) the soul is the real man. In the one in¬ 
stance the Godhead cannot and in the other need not be united 
to a material nature. 
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Finally Christology has pride of place when a true incarnation 
is denied because it would involve accepting the beliefs that (a) 
the Messiah was crucified, and (b) the envoy of the Supreme 
God was made inferior to the angels. Further the doctrine of the 
Virgin Birth was understood to imply that the humanity of 
Christ was not that of an ordinary human being, and that He 
must be deemed to have passed through Mary like water through 
a pipe, deriving nothing from the vessel that temporarily 
contained Him, while the doctrine of the sinlessness of Christ 
too was interpreted to mean that He had had no contact with 
evil matter. 

It will be apparent that this classification is somewhat arti¬ 
ficial, since not all the items are discrete. Thus the cosmological 
argument that matter is the creation of the Demiurge and the 
anthropological theme that the soul is the real man are comple¬ 
mentary statements; or, again, the beliefs that God is impassible 
and that it is blasphemous to suppose that the Messiah was 
crucified ultimately lead to the same conclusion, although their 
point of departure is dissimilar, since the premiss of the one is 
Hellenistic and of the other Judaistic. 

This last statement raises the question of the source of the 
different ideas in which Docetism originated. The fathers are at 
one in defining that source as the speculations of the philo¬ 
sophers: “these heretics,” according to Irenaeus, “also bring 
together the things that have been said by all those who were 
ignorant of God and who are styled philosophers; and sewing 
together, as it were, a motley garment out of a heap of miserable 
rags, they have, by their subtle manner of expression, furnished 
themselves with a cloak which is not really their own^.” So 
Hippolytus, in his Refviations, methodically relates each heretic 
with his appropriate philosopher. But a comparison of the teach¬ 
ing of the heretics with that of the philosophers whom they 
are supposed to have plagiarised reveals anything but an iden¬ 
tity of thought^. Such parallelisms as do exist would seem to be 
largely dependent upon derivative and second-hand knowledge, 
filtered through the Mysteries, garnered and ill-digested from the 
speeches of peripatetic teachers, and absorbed from the thought- 

^ Adv. Haer. 2, 14, 2. 

• See H. E. W. Turner, The Pattern of Christian Truth, London 1954, 
pp. 216—30; H. A. Wolfson, The Philosophy of the Church Fathers, I, Cam¬ 
bridge, Mass. 1956, pp. 559—74. 
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climate of the age which, in its turn, gave currency to philo¬ 
sophic jargon. So, for example, the Gnostic dualism is more “an 
attitude to life than a philosophy in the strict sensed.” If Graeco- 
Oriental eclecticism, inevitably general in character, is one 
source of the ideas leading to Docetism, certain concepts of 
Judaism may be more specifically defined as tending in the 
same direction*. 

From the earliest days of the Gospel preaching the Cross of 
Christ was a “stumbling block” to the Jews*. When even the 
apostles found it diiSTicult to reconcile the idea of suffering with 
that of Messiahship^, it is not surprising that Jewish Christians, 
mindful of the precept in the Law that “he that is hanged is 
accursed of God*,” should seek to remove this skandalon by 
accepting a docetic Christ. Moreover their understanding of the 
transcendence of God would encourage them to make this step. 
To Philo God is apprehended “by the understanding alone®;” 
He cannot therefore take human form, and even His messengers, 
the angels, can only assume that form in appearance and not in 
reality. So the three men who came to Abraham at Mamre’ were 
angels “transformed from their spiritual and soul-like nature into 
human shape®,” and “though they neither ate nor drank, they 
gave the appearance of both and drinking®,” i. e., in the words of 
Josephus, “they made a show of eating^®.” Similarly Raphael in¬ 
formed Tobit and his son “all these days did I appear unto you; 
and I did neither eat nor drink, but ye saw a vision^^.” Jewish 
Christians, accepting such a standpoint, would see nothing unor¬ 
thodox in a docetic Christ, especially as this allowed them to 
posit lio conflict between Law and Gospel. 

It is possible too, if we accept the persuasive thesis advanced 
by B. M. Grantthat heterodox Jewish thought also had its 


^ Tamer, op. cit., p. 222. * Wolfson, op. cit., pp. 518ff. 

• I Cor. 1, 23. 

« Mk. 8, 32. 

• Deut. 21,23; Gal. 8,13. 

• Abr. 24, 119. 

’ Gen. 18. 

• Philo, Abr. 22,113. 

• 23,118. 

Ant. 111,2. 

12,19. 

1* R. M. Grant, Gnostic Origins and the Basilidians of Irenaeus, Vigiliae 
Christianae 13,1959, 121—125. 
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contribution to make to Docetism. His argument is to the eflfect 
that Gnosticism “arose out of the debris of scattered apocalyptic 
hopes;” this led to the abandonment of “the idea of fulfilment 
within history,” consequently to a denial of the Incarnation and 
so to Docetism. 

So far we have been led to recognise the existence of a number 
of ideas contributing to Docetism and to acknowledge their 
twofold origin in Graeco-Oriental and Jewish thought. But the 
quest for origins can only be regarded as complete when a distinc¬ 
tion has been drawn between those ideas that are basic, being 
the very seed from which the docetic strand has developed, and 
those ideas that are mainly arguments devised at a later stage 
to buttress this teaching. This distinction can only be drawn after 
an examination of the several forms that Docetism assumed in 
the different heretical systems. It must, of course, be admitted 
that the absence of extensive evidence and the contradictory 
nature of that which is extant makes this task difficult, if not, 
on occasion, impossible, but at least the attempt should be made. 
But first a definition of Docetism is required in order that we 
may be able to identify that for which we are looking. 

According to Irenaeus, some “will have it that the Word and 
Christ never came into this world; that the Saviour, too, never 
became incarnate, nor suiffered, but that He descended like a 
dove upon the di^ensational Jesus; ... some make the assertion 
that the dispensational Jesus did become incarnate, and suffered, 
whom they represent as having passed through Mary just as 
water through a tube; but others allege him to be the Son of the 
Demiurge, upon whom the dispensational Jesus descended; 
while others, again, say that Jesus was born from Joseph and 
Mary, and that the Christ from above descended upon him, 
being without fiesh and impassible^.” All of them, Irenaeus adds, 
are one in denying a real incarnation, but not all of them are 
docetists according to the accepted definition of the term. Doce¬ 
tism, as its etymology shows (from doxicD, to seem), is the affir¬ 
mation that the human nature of Jesus was only a semblance, 
whereas the fourth of the systems listed by Irenaeus denies the 
Virgin Birth and holds that Jesus was a true son of Joseph and 
Mary. Yet there is this affinity between the views in Irenaeus’ 
classification not only that they involve the rejection of the 


1 3,11,3. 
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Incarnation but also that they spring from the same ideas, 
issuing on the one hand in Docetism and on the other in a denial 
that the Word was made flesh which is not strictly docetic. The 
clearest example of this latter position is provided by Cerinthus. 

Cerinthus, according to Irenaeus, who is followed in this by 
Hippolytus^, “represented Jesus as having not been born of a 
virgin, but as being the son of Joseph and Mary according to the 
ordinary course of human generation, while he nevertheless was 
more righteous, prudent and wiser than other men. Also that, 
after His baptism, Christ descended upon Him in the form of a 
dove from the Supreme Ruler, and that then He proclaimed the 
unknown Father and performed miracles. But at last Christ 
departed from Jesus, and that then Jesus suffered and rose 
again, while Christ remained impassible, inasmuch as He was 
spiritual being*.” Although there is little reason for accepting 
the testimony of Epiphanius that Cerinthus was one of the Judai- 
sers who censured Peter for eating with the imcircumcised after 
the conversion of Cornelius®, his reported views are evidently 
Judaistic, since the acceptance of the reality of the manhood 
of Jesus and even of His resurrection^ is far removed from 
Graeco-Oriental ideas concerning the evil of matter — so much 
so that many have asserted him to have been of Jewish descent®. 
We may assume therefore that the origins of his Christology are 
to be found primarily in the two Judaistic conceptions outlined 
above, viz. the scandal of the Cross and the impossibility of the 
transcendent God becoming man, each being avoided by Cerin¬ 
thus on the groimds of a distinction between the real man Jesus 
and the supernatural Christ®. 

1 Hippolytus 7, 33; 10, 21. 

* Irenaeus 1, 26,1. 

> Haer. 28. 

* In the passage cited from Irenaeus Jesus was raised after His crucifixion, 
but according to Epiphanius (Haer. 28, 6) His resurrection awaits the advent 
of the new kingdom. 

* E. g. H. L. Mansel, The Gnostic Heresies of the First and Second Cen¬ 
turies, London 1875, p. 112. 

* The teaching of Carpocrates (Irenaeus, 1, 25, 1; Hippol 3 rtu 8 , 7, 32) is 
similar to that of Cerinthus and probablysharesthesame Judaistic basis, but 
the greater infiltration of Graeco-Oriental ideas is noticeable in the hostility 
he predicates between the Creator and the Supreme God, in the adoration of 
the images of the pagan philosophers, and in the statement of Pseudo-Ter- 
tullian that he ‘^retains only the salvation of souls'* (Adv. Omn. Haer. 3), which 
suggests a non-Jewish attitude to man and to matter. 
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It is possible that a similar distinction underlies two passages 
in the New Testament^ which are frequently understood to 
condemn Docetism. These are I John 4, 2.3: “every spirit which 
confesseth that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is of God: and 
every spirit which confesseth not Jesus is not of God: and this 
is the spirit of antichrist;” and II John 7: “many deceivers are 
gone forth into the world, even they that confess not that Jesus 
Christ cometh in the flesh.” These statements are patient of the 
interpretation that some are erroneously teaching a distinction 
between Jesus and the Christ, which is countered by the affir¬ 
mation that Jesus is the Christ come in the flesh. If this be correct 
then Docetism proper is not in question but a Judaistic dicho¬ 
tomy of the Cerinthian type^. Two factors however suggest 
that Docetism is in mind, though they cannot be said to prove it. 
First, there is the opening verse of the Epistle which refers to the 
seeing, hearing and handling of the “Word of life” — it is natural 
to understand this as opposed to a denial of Christ’s humanity. 
Second, there is the provenance of these epistles which would 
seem to be the province of Asia where we learn from the Ignatian 
letters that Docetism was rife. 

Since Lightfoot^ there has been no occasion to doubt that the 
heresy attacked by Ignatius was both Judaistic and Docetic. 
Ignatius is emphatic, against his opponents, that Jesus Christ was 
“the Son of Mary, who was truly born and ate and drank^;” he 
refers to the Cross “which is a stumbling-block to them that 
are unbelievers” ®; and he will have nothing to do with those who 
say “He suffered only in semblance®,” and deny His death’. 
The origins of this teaching are evidently to be found in the same 
twin Judaistic ideas that in Cerinthus led to a division between 

^ Irenaeus’ statement that the Fourth Gospel was written to oppose the 
teaching of Cerinthus (3, 11, 1) is of doubtful validity, although it is to be 
acknowledged that the Gk)spel is anti-docetic. A similar anti-docetic intention 
is evident in St. Luke's account of the Resurrection Appearances, and if I am 
correct in my supposition that a Raphael typology imderlies chapter 24 of the 
Gospel (He Ascended into Heaven, London 1958, pp. 24ff.), then it is prob¬ 
ably a Jewish docetism that the evangelist has in mind. 

* Note also the Western reading in I John 4, 3: “every spirit which dis- 
solveth (6 Xvei) Jesus.” 

* Apostolic Fathers, II1, 2“® edit., London 1889, pp. 373ff. 

* Trail. 9. 

» Eph. 18. 

* Trail. 10. 

’ Mag. 9. 
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Jesus and the Christ and in Ignatius’ opponents to a straight¬ 
forward Docetism which refused to accept the flesh and blood 
of Christ — no Graeco-Oriental ideas of divine impassibility or 
the evil of matter are necessary to explain the position of these 
Asian heretics. 

It isa far more difficult task to determine the precise origins of 
the docetic strand in the teaching of Simon Magus. If it be correct 
that he was a Samaritan by birth we might suppose a certain 
anti-Judaistic bias, a supposition which is not rendered imtenable 
by his allegorical interpretation of the Mosaic creation narrative, 
if, which is highly doubtful, he was indeed the author of The 
Oreat Announcement^, for the Samaritans did accept the Penta¬ 
teuch. Yet he does seem to have absorbed some Jewish ideas* 
since he believed the world and man to have been created by 
angels and this, according to Justin^, was the dogma of an 
heretical Jewish sect. Moreover his dualism was not radical since 
he believed that man was not evil by nature but only by law 
which was the device of the angelic creators to enslave man*. His 
Docetism is summed up by Irenaeus in the statement that he 
taught that Christ appeared “among men to be a man, while yet 
he was not a man; and that he was thought to have suffered in 
Judaea when he had not suffered®.” If this be associated with 
his further teaching “that it was he himself who appeared among 
the Jews as the Son, but descended in Samaria as the Father, 
while he came to other nations in the character of the Holy 
Spirit’”, it would seem that divine impassibility is not to the 
fore, but the Judaistic idea of God or angels assuming different 
human forms, in appearance only, in order to communicate with 
men. Simon’s reputed successor, Menander, also taught that 
he was the primary Power, thus adding another manifestation to 
those listed by his master. We may arrive therefore at the ten¬ 
tative conclusion that Judaistic ideas were at the origin of 


^ Justin, Apol. I 26. 

* Hippolytus 6, 7—20. 

* Quispel is even prepared to assert that Simonianism was a development 
“of an already existing Jewish heresy”, The Jung Codex, ed. F. L. Cross, 
London 1955, p. 66. 

* Dial, cum Tryphone 62. 

* Adv. Haer. 1, 23, 3. 

* 1, 23, 3; cp. Hipp. 6, 19; Pseudo-Tert. 1. 

’ Adv. Haer. 1, 23, 1. 
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Simon’s Docetism, although one cannot discount the possibility 
that it was simply a device to explain his own presence^. 

The teaching of Satuminus has certain affinities with that of 
Simon, both affirming the creation of the world and men by 
angels, and it may therefore be that Satuminus too began from 
heretical Jewish notions. But if so his Docetism would seem to 
have had another origin. Satuminus did not claim to be a mani¬ 
festation of the Supreme God and his condemnation of animal 
food and of marriage indicates that the evil of matter was fun¬ 
damental to his thinking*. Hence when he taught that “the 
Saviour was without birth, without body, and without figure, 
but was, by supposition, a visible man*”, and “had endured a 
quasi-passion in a phantasmal shape only^”, he would seem to 
have been influenced by his cosmology that the material is 
aUen and evil and therefore incapable of being the receptacle of 
the divine. 

The concept of Christ ascribed toBasilides by Irenaeus* may 
be understood as the outcome of two ideas, the one anthropolo¬ 
gical, that the soul is the true man “for the body is by nature 
subject to corruption®”, and the other concerned with the doc¬ 
trine of God, that He is impassible. Under the influence of the 
former Basilides would see no need to ascribe a material human 
nature to the Saviour, imder the influence of the latter he would 
disassociate the Saviour from the passion; either of these two 
concepts alone can issue in Docetism; Basilides’ Docetism derives 
from an interesting combination of the two and indeed it is this 
fusion that explains the unique form taken by his docetic 

1 R. McL. Wilson, The Gnostic Problem, Liondon 1958, p. 110. 

* Similar views were expressed by Tatian, and his followers, the Encratites, 
are declared by Irenaeus (1, 28, 1), to have sprung from Satuminus and Mar- 
cion. Tatian's Docetism, which led him to substitute water for wine at the 
Eucharist (Theodoret, Haer. Fab. 1, 20), certainly seems to have had similar 
origins to that of Satuminus. 

* Adv. Haer. 1, 24, 2; Hipp., 7, 28. 

* Pseudo-Tert., 1. 

* The accounts of Hippolytus (7, 19, 27) and Irenaeus (1, 24, 3—7) are diffi¬ 
cult to reconcile, but the Basilides of Hippolytus was not a strict docetist and 
therefore does not require consideration. His Christ was bom of Mary and was 
the receptacle of the divine light; all that is said of Him in the Gospel narrative 
is true, including the reality of His sufferings when the bodily nature suffered 
and was resolved into formlessness but the psychic nature was raised and 
ascended above. 

* 1,24,6, cp. “salvation has not been promised to bodies”, Pseudo-Tert., 1. 
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teaching.^ So Christ “appeared on earth as a man . . . yet He 
did not Himself suffer death, but Simon, a certain man of Gyrene, 
being compelled, bore the Cross in His stead; so that this latter, 
being transfigured by Him, that he might be thought to be Jesus, 
was crucified, through ignorance and error, while Jesus Himself 
received the form of Simon, and, standing by, laughed at them*. 
For since He was an incorporeal power . . . He transfigured Him¬ 
self as he pleased*.” To suppose that this account is not docetic, 
but involves a separation of Jesus and the Christ, in the manner 
of Cerinthus^, is to indulge in a forced interpretation which is, in 
any case, ruled out by Pseudo-Tertullian who records the Simon 
of Cyrene incident and also states that Jesus was “a phantom” 
and “destitute of the substance of flesh*.” 

A certain parallelism with this system of Basilides in Irenaeus 
is to be noted in the teaching of the Ophites, although here the 
Cerinthian dichotomy is certainly to the fore while Docetism 
is not strictly present. According to this group, the struggle 
between laldabaoth, the Creator, and Sophia, the eternal Wis¬ 
dom, culminated in a ruse whereby the latter, using the former 
as her unsuspecting agent, effected the “emission of two men, 
the one from the barren Elizabeth and the other from the Virgin 
Mary*”. Upon the latter, Jesus, who, “begotten of the Virgin 
Mary through the agency of God, was wiser, purer and more 
righteous than all other men”, but composed of a body of flesh 
and blood, together with psychic and pneumatic elements, 
there descended the superior Christ in union with Sophia, appa¬ 
rently at the baptism in Jordan. Immediately prior to the pas¬ 
sion, Christ and Sophia took their leave, “while Jesus was cruci¬ 
fied’”. The dead human receptacle of the divine indwelling was 
not however forsaken, as Christ raised him from the dead, his 
“mundane parts,” i. e. his physical constituents, being sent back 
into the world, and after eighteen months he was raised to heaven 
to act as an intermediary between laldabaoth and the redee- 

^ Notice should also be taken of the abandonment of Jewish apocalyptic 
hopes, R. M. Grant, Gnostic Origins and the Basilidians of Irenaeus, Vigiliae 
Christianae 13, 1959, 121—125. 

* Cp. Ps. 2, 4 and Grant, art. cit., pp. 123f. 

• 1,24,4. 

* Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, IV 833 B. 

‘ 1 . 

• 1, 30, 11. 

’ 1, 30, 12. 
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med^. Similar teaching as to the reality of the physical human 
nature of Jesus is to be found in the Book of BartLch, where he is 
represented as the son of Joseph and Mary who left his body on 
the cross and ascended to the “Good One,” saying toEdem, the 
maternal source of matter: “Woman, thou retainest thy son”, 
that is the natural and earthly man The author of this book, 
Justinus, is associated by Hippolytus with the Ophites and this 
suggests that, despite numerous diflFerences in detail, the Ophites 
as a whole were not primarily docetists, were it not for the state¬ 
ment by Pseudo-Tertullian that according to the Ophites “Christ 
existed not in substance of flesh*”. A possible reconciliation of 
this contradiction may lie in the recognition that Ophite is 
probably to be understood as a generic term for a number of 
sects rather than the description of a single clearly deflned 
group. 

A similar difficulty as regards the distinction between groups 
presents itself when considering the Valentinians. It is by no 
means an easy task to isolate and define precisely the teaching 
of Valentinus and to show its affinities with and differences from 
that of the oriental and Italian schools of his followers. Yet much 
preliminary work has already been done and on the basis of 
R. P. Casey’s^ and F. Sagnard’s editions of the Excerpta ex 
Theodoto^, of the latter’s ia Gno^e valerUinienne et le timoignage 
de S. and of G. Quispel’s reconstruction of “The Ori¬ 

ginal Doctrine of Valentinus’”, it is possible to review the docetic 
strand in Valentinianism with some hope of approximating to 
the truth. 

If the Oospel of Trvih be indeed an early work from the pen of 
Valentinus, then there is to be noted “a certain reserve in its 
attitude to Docetism*” and there are references to Jesus “bear¬ 
ing the suffering” and being “nailed to the tree*.” But these 
statements should not be overpressed since the Gnostics could 
reinterpret the passion to suit their own theories, and moreover 

1 1,30,14. 

* Hipp., 5, 26. 32. 

* 2 . 

* The Excerpta ex Theodoto of Clement of Alexandria, Liondon 1934. 

‘ Extraits de Th^odote, Sources Chr^tiennes 23, Paris 1948. 

• Paris 1947. 

’ Vigiliae Christianae 1, 1947, 43—73. 

* W. C. van Unnik in Jung Codex, ed. F. L. Cross, p. 99. 

• Ibid. pp. 108f. 
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Valentinus’ words to Agathopus indicate how the actions of 
Jesus could be deemed to have an outward semblance of reality. 
The words are: “Jesus ate and drank in a manner peculiar to 
Himself, and the food did not pass out of His body. Such was the 
power of His continence that food was not corrupted within Him; 
for He Himself was not subject to the processes of corruption^.” 
There would seem therefore to be no conflict between the Oospel 
of Truth and the later unquestionably docetic views of Valentinus 
as they may be assembled from the diverse sources. 

Jesus, according to Valentinus, “was not in the substance of 
our flesh; but, bringing down from heaven some spiritual (pneu¬ 
matic) body or other, passed through the Virgin Mary as water 
through a pipe, neither receiving nor borrowing anything 
thence*.” The humanity of Jesus was therefore pneumatic and his 
“flesh” was spiritual*. So, according to Hippolytus, the Pneuma 
or Spirit, who is identical with Sophia or Wisdom, provided the 
substance of this body which was modelled by the Demiurge in 
the Virgin Mary^. In accordance with this is Extr. 60 where 
the Gospel text: “The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee”, 
is understood to refer to the pneumatic origin of the body, and 
“the power of the Most High shall overshadow thee” to its forma¬ 
tion by the Demiurge in the Virgin’s womb*, so that as far as the 
pneumatic is concerned Jesus was the issue of the Holy Spirit 
and the Virgin®. It was upon this spiritual Jesus that the Christ 
or Spirit descended at the baptism, only to depart during the 
passion — “Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit” marking 
the point at which He delivered up Sophia to His Father’. Upon 
the resurrection of this pneumatic Jesus, He was elevated to take 
His place by the side of the Demiurge where He provides the elect 
with a passage into the spiritual world®. We may postpone the 
question of the origins of this Docetism until we have passed 
under review the systems of Valentinus’ disciples. 


^ Clem. Alex., Strom. 3, 59. 

* Peeudo-Tert., 4. 

* Tert., De Came Christi 15. 

^ 6, 35, 7. 

* Cp. Extr. de Th6odote 26,1. 

* Extr. 23, 3. 

’ Extr. 61, 6; cp. 1,1. 

* Extr. 38,3. Cp. The Letter to Rheginos (Jung Codex p. 55), *‘that is the 
spiritual resurrection which ^devours’ the psychical and fleshly resurrection’*. 
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Theodotus seems to be in complete agreement with the Doce- 
tism just outlined and Marcus too does not diverge in any im¬ 
portant particular. According to the latter the manhood of 
Jesus was generated by the spiritual powers and “passed through 
the womb” and upon this man “formed by a special dispen¬ 
sation” there descended the Christ at the baptism^. Hence 
Pseudo-Tertullian summarises the teaching of Marcus, with 
whom he associates Colarbasus, to the effect that Christ came 
down on Jesus at the baptism and “they affirm that Christ was 
not in the substance of flesh*.” 

Julius Cassianus, incorrectly styled by Clement “the origi¬ 
nator of Docetism*”, was, according to the same source, a dis¬ 
ciple of Valentinus, but later “departed from the school*”. The 
origins of his Docetism must therefore have been initially iden¬ 
tical with those of the Valentinians, but it seems likely that he 
added features of his own since, unlike the Valentinians, who 
accepted marriage®, he preached continence, asserting that the 
Supreme God was opposed to sexual relations and that birth is 
evil®. Hence it may be supposed that he carried his Docetism 
further in allowing no passage through the Virgin to the human 
Jesus and consequently in asserting His sudden irruption into 
history after the manner of Marcion. 

Finally, amongst the oriental Valentinians, brief notice must 
be taken of Bardesanes and Axionicus to whom Hippolytus 
attributes the assertion that “the body of the Saviour was spiri¬ 
tual’”, Of Axionicus nothing further is known apart from his 
steadfast loyalty to his ma^ster®, while of Bardesanes little can be 
certainly affirmed. According to Eusebius he was converted 
from Valentinianism to orthodoxy*; according to Jerome he 
began as a Valentinian and then, after an orthodox phase, pro¬ 
duced a heresy of his own*®. According to Adamantius, it was his 
disciples, including one Marinus, who taught that Christ had a 

^ Irenaeus, 1, 15, 3, cp. 1, 21, 3. 

* 6 . 

* Strom. 3, 91. 

* 3, 92. 

* Clem. Alex., Strom. 3, 29; Tert., Adv. Val. 30. 

* Strom. 3, 102. 

’ 6, 35, 7. 

* Tert., Adv. Val. 4. 

* H. E. IV 30, 3. 

Jerome, de vir. ill. 33. 
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heavenly body, did not undergo the processes of birth and 
suffered in appearance only^. Insofar as we can rediscover his 
views, he would seem to have been nearer to Mani than to Valen¬ 
tinus*, in which case his Docetism, supposing Hippolytus was 
not mistaken, would originate in the conception that matter is 
evil*. 

The Italian school of Valentinians differed in one important 
particular from their eastern counterparts. Whereas the latter 
maintained that the body of Jesus was pneumatic, Ptolemy, 
Heracleon and their followers, according to Hippolytus, “say 
that the body of Jesus was psychic; this is why at Biis baptism 
the Spirit, i. e. the Word of the heavenly mother, Sophia, des¬ 
cended in the form of a dove and He cried to the psychic element 
and raised him from the dead. This, they say, is what is meant 
by the text: “He who has raised Christ from the dead will also 
quicken your mortal bodies”, i. e. your psychic natures^.” 

Hence, in Irenaeus’ account we are informed that the Saviour 
“received the firstfruits of those whom He was to save as follows: 
fix>m Achamoth that which was pneumatic, while He was in¬ 
vested by the Demiurge with the psychic Christ, but was begirt 
by a special dispensation with a body endowed with a psychic 
nature, yet constructed with unspeakable skill, so that it might 
be visible and tangible and capable of enduring suffering*.” To 
similar effect is Extr, 59 which may be deemed of Italian prove¬ 
nance. According to this Jesus consists, first, of the heavenly 
Saviour, the perfect fruit of the Pleroma*; second, of a pneu¬ 
matic element which derives from Sophia; third, of the psychic 
Christ and fourth of the psychic body — “for even this psychic 
Christ whom He put on was invisible, and yet it was necessary 
for Him, who was coming into the world, to be seen, held and to 
live there, to carry on Him a sensible body. A body therefore 
was spun for Him out of invisible psychic substance and arrived 
in the world of sense by the power of a divine preparation’.” 


^ Dialog, do recta in Deum fide 3. 

* Ephraem Syrus called him “the teacher of Mani** (C. W. Mitchell, 
S. £phraim*8 Prose Refutations, I, London 1912, p. xxxii). 

* See Turner, op. cit., pp. 90—94. 

* 6, 35, 6. 

* 1 , 6 , 1 . 

• Cp. Extr. 43, 2. 

’ Extr. 69, cp. Adv. Haer. 1, 9, 3. 

8 Stadia Patristica VI 
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Christ then “passed through Mary as water flows through a 
tube; and there descended upon Him in the form of a dove at the 
time of His baptism that Saviour who belonged to the Pleroma 
and was formed by the combined eflForts of all its inhabitants”. 
In due course the Spirit, “who had been placed within Him, 
was taken away when He was brought before Pilate^.” Next the 
pneumatic element derived from Achamoth was withdrawn; then 
followed the passion when Jesus was pierced, but that which 
“they pierced was the appearance i. e. the ‘flesh’ of the psychic” 
Christ, and finally the “soul” of this psychic being was given 
into the handsof the Demiurge Resurrection followed and the 
psychic Christ sits at the right hand of the Creator until the 
final consummation^. 

This system of Ptolemy just outlined would seem to have been 
shared by Heracleon whose Italian Docetism is largely confirmed 
by the fragments of his works preserved by Origen^. 

In seeking to determine the origins of the Valentinian Docetism 
it is convenient to begin from the recognition that anthropology 
and soteriology provide what has been called the “centre of 
gravity” (der Schwerpunkt) of their thought®. Common to all 
these schools is a threefold division of mankind, into pneumatic, 
psychic and hylic or material, and in this connexion mention may 
be made of the fourth document in the Jung Codex, The Treatise 
on the Three Natures, which may be the work of Heracleon®. 
Man himself “has his psychic soul from the Demiurge, his body 
from the earth, his fleshly part from matter, and his pneumatic 
man from the mother Achamoth’.” Since the material, accor¬ 
ding to the Valentinians, “must of necessity perish, inasmuch 
as it is incapable of receiving any afflatus of incorruption®,” it 
follows that it cannot have been assumed by the Saviour. Thus 
Docetism inevitably follows, and so Tertullian says “there was 
nothing material assumed by Him, inasmuch as that was inca- 

^ Adv. Haer. 1, 7, 2; cp. Adv. Val. 27. 

* Extr. 62, 2. 3. 

» Extr. 62, 1. 

* J. A. Robinson, The Fragments of Heracleon, Cambridge 1891, p.45f. 
Later references to these fragments use the enumeration of this edition. 

‘ W. Foerster, Von Valentinus zu Herakleon, GieBen 1928, p. 100. 

* H. Ch. Puech and G. Quispel, Le quatridme ^crit gnostique du Codex 
Jung, Vigiliae Christianae 9, 1955, 65—102. 

’ Adv. Haer. 1, 5, 6; cp. Extr. 50. 53-55. 

* Adv. Haer. 1, 6, 1; cp. 5, 2, 2. 
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pable of salvation^.” Further, according to Heracleon, matter 
is evil since “the devil is part of the totality of matter and 
man, enmeshed in it, is “consubstantial with the devil^”. Hence 
it was argued that “if He took our flesh, Christ’s was a sinful 
nature^”; and since this was unthinkable, this very train of 
reasoning also issued in Docetism. 

It was further an essential element in the Valentinian soterio- 
logy that redemption is illumination. “It was”, according to 
Heracleon, “through ignorance of God that it (the fallen pneu¬ 
matic nature typified by the Samaritan woman) had neglected 
the divine cultus®.” So they taught that “the knowledge of the 
unspeakable Greatness is itself perfect redemption. For since 
both defect and passion flowed from ignorance, the whole sub¬ 
stance of what was thus formed is destroyed by knowledge; and 
therefore knowledge is the redemption of the inner man. This, 
however, is not of a corporeal nature, for the body is corruptible; 
nor is it psychic, since the psychic soul is the fruit of a defect, 
and is, as it were, the abode of the spirit. The redemption must 
therefore be of a spiritual nature; for they affirm that the inner 
and spiritual (pneumatic) man is redeemed by means of know¬ 
ledge, and that they, having acquired the knowledge of all things, 
stand thenceforth in need of nothing else®.” As the organ of 
this revelation the humanity of the Saviour need have nothing 
of the material nor need the indwelling be anything but tempo¬ 
rary, and once again Docetism is the result. 

It will have been noted that, in this extended quotation from 
Irenaeus, anthropology and soteriology are closely combined, 
but it must also be recognised that these cannot be separated 
from cosmology, and indeed here we may be said to touch upon 
the very fountain head of Valentinian Docetism and at the same 
time to approach an explanation of the diflFerence between the 
oriental and Italian schools. It will be recalled that according to 
the former the humanity of Christ was pneumatic while accor¬ 
ding to the latter it was psychic — their Docetism was therefore 
not identical. The Docetism of Valentinus is strictly in accor- 


1 Adv. Val. 26. 

* Ft. 20, 7. 

* Ft. 44, 7. 

* Tert., De Came Chr. 16. 
‘ Fr. 19,13. 

* Adv. Haer. 1, 21, 4. 

8* 
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dance with his cosmology since the Demiurge is a hostile being ^ 
whom Jesus has to tame or subdue*; the humanity of the Saviour 
therefore is not psychic but pneumatic. To Ptolemy however the 
Demiurge is a friendly power* and was typified by Simeon giving 
thanks for the arrival of the Saviour^; so far from being inimical 
he is an intermediary*. To Heracleon the Demiurge is typified 
by John the Baptist, who, in professing his imworthiness to 
loose the latchets of Christ’s shoes, was speaking in the person 
of the Creator confessing his inferiority to the Saviour®. Conse¬ 
quently there was no reason why the humanity of Christ should 
not have been psychic and such it was affirmed to be by the 
Italian Valentinians. 

Moreover this enabled them to propound a more coherent account 
of the passion than that of Valentinus himself. His teaching, to the 
effect that the Spirit had descended upon the pneumatic Jesus at 
Jordan and had departed during the course of the passion at the 
saying “Into thy hands I commend my spirit”, was open to a 
serious objection. It tended to confiict with the doctrine of 
divine impassibility since, on the one hand, the Pneuma must 
have been present in the humanity during part of the suffering 
on the cross, and indeed its withdrawal is not connected with 
impassibility but with the view that as it was Life itself it must 
absent itself to allow death to supervene’, and, on the other 
hand, the human Jesus himself was subjected to suffering* de¬ 
spite his wholly pneumatic and therefore presumably impassible 
nature. Hence, it would seem, arose the Italian modification to 
the effect that the Pneuma departed when He was brought 


1 Clem. Alex., Strom. 2, 36, 2—4; Extr. 33, 4. 

* Extr. 38, 3. 

’ Ep. ad Floram; see G. Quispel, La Lettre de Ptolom^e 4 Flora, Vigiliae 
Christianae 2, 1948, 17—56. 

* Adv. Haer. 1, 8, 4. 

‘ Ep. ad Floram 4. 

* Fr. 8. 

’ Extr. 61, 6. 

* M. Sagnard finds this last factor so surprising that he asserts that Valen¬ 
tinus must have taught that the pneumatic Christ had a psychic envelope. 
The difference between the two schools therefore seems to consist in the pre¬ 
sence or absence of a psychic Christ inside this envelope (La Gnose ..., p. 625, 
n. 2). There is nothing in the sources, apart from Clem. Alex., Strom. 3, 102 
which is probably mistaken, to support this. The explanation provided by 
M. Sagnard is precisely that which we think the Italians devised to tidy up 
Valentinus' teaching. 
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before Pilate, the pneumatic seed was next withdrawn, leaving 
the psychic Christ alone to suffer and to surrender His psychic 
soul to the friendly Demiurge. 

So while Valentinus derived his Docetism from cosmological, 
anthropological and soteriological factors, Ptolemy, and with 
him Heracleon, advanced on this position under the influence of a 
slightly different cosmology and a greater concern for the divine 
impassibility. 

Before finally leaving the Valentinians, notice should be taken 
of three other factors relating to their Docetism listed in the 
sources. “As I have read”, states Tertullian, “in some writers 
of Valentinus’ wretched faction, they refuse at the outset to 
believe that a human and earthly substance was created for 
Christ, lest the Lord should be regarded as inferior to the angels, 
who are not formed of earthly fleshFurther, it was stated 
that “the flesh of the Lord was different from ours, because it did 
not commit sin, neither was deceit found in His soul*.” Again, 
there are those who “refuse to believe that our flesh was in Christ 
on the grounds that it came not of the seed of a human father*.” 
It would seem reasonable to conclude that these three arguments 
are not indications of the origins of the Valentinian Docetism 
so much as theses propounded to defend an already existing 
docetic position. The last of them is clearly in accordance with 
the belief that Jesus “was bom through not of a virgin^”; He 
had therefore no human father and no human flesh. 

Of the Docetism of Cerdon, the Syrian Gnostic who was active 
in Rome during the episcopate of Hyginus (136—140) and who 
is considered here as the supposed precursor of Marcion*, there is 
insufficient record to allow of any certain conclusions as to its 
origins. According to Pseudo-Tertullian he “affirms that Christ 
was not in the substance of flesh; states Him to have been only in 
a phantasmal shape, to have not really suffered, but to have 
undergone a quasi-passion and not to have been born of a 
virgin®.” If Irenaeus be correct in associating Cerdon with the 


^ De Came Chr. 16. 

* Adv. Haer. 6, 14, 3. This ia not explicitly ascribed to the Valentinians but 
the context suggests that it represents their thought. 

» De Came Chr. 16. * Ibid. 20. 

* Adv. Haer. 1, 27,1; cp. E. C. Blackman, Marcion and His Influence 
London 1948, pp. 68—71. 

* 6; cp. Epiphanius, Haer. 41. 
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followers of Simon^, then Judaistic influences may be suspected. 
His belief in two gods, the one benevolent, the other just, differs 
from the simple Graeco-Oriental dualism and the reference to a 
quasi-passion in Pseudo-Tertullian’s account may indicate that 
the doctrine of divine impassibility played its part. The dearth of 
evidence however renders any further speculation vain. 

In the case of Marcion the evidence is much more plentiful but 
it raises acutely the problem of differentiating between origins 
and arguments devised at a later stage. Marcion taught that 
Jesus “was not flesh, but was a man merely in appearance*,” 
“a merely imaginary being®.” The reasons for this belief are 
given as follows: 

1. According to Tertullian, the Marcionites “started with assu¬ 
ming the incredibility of an incarnate God. Now, the more 
flrmly the antichrist Marcion had seized this assumption, the 
more prepared was he, of course, to reject the bodily substance 
of Christ, since he had introduced his very god to our notice as 
neither the author nor the restorer of the flesh; and for this 
reason, to be sure, as pre-eminently good, and most remote from 
the fallacies and deceits of the Creator. His Christ therefore, in 
order to avoid all such deceits and fallacies and the imputation, 
if possible, of belonging to the Creator, was not what He had 
appeared to be, and feigned Himself to be what He was not^.” 

2. The flesh, according to Marcion, is vile being “full of dung” 
(stercoribua infersam) therefore “the verity of the flesh ... is a 
disgrace” to the Supreme God®. 

3. Birth is evil — “this is the ground upon which Docetism is held 
by Cassianus and Marcion also®.” Hence, since “Marcion was 
apprehensive that a belief in a fleshly body would also involve a 
belief in birth,” he denied both^. 

4. “I (Marcion) deny that God was truly changed to man in 
such wise as to be born and be endued with a body of flesh, on 
this ground, that a Being who is without end is also of necessity 
incapable of change. For being changed into something else puts 
an end to the former state. Change, therefore, is not possible for a 
Being who cannot come to an end.®” 

1 Loc. cit. » 4, 33, 2. * 4, 33, 5. 

* Adv. Marc. 3, 8. » 3,10. 

* Clem. Alex., Strom. 3, 102; cp. 3,12. 

’ Adv. Marc. 3, 11; cp. De Came Chr. 1. 

* De Came Chr. 3. 
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5. “Salvation will be of our souls only . . . but the body, because 
in truth it is taken from the earth, cannot possibly partake of 
salvation^.” 

6. “We now come to the most strenuously plied argument of all 
those who call in question the Lord’s nativity. They say that He 
testifies Himself to His not having been born, when He asks: 
‘Who is my mother, and who are my brethren*?”’ 

7. “The Creator’s angels held intercourse with Abraham and Lot 
in a phantom state, that of merely putative flesh*;” the body 
of Christ must be deemed to have been similar. 

Of these seven arguments for Docetism, the last two are 
clearly supporting ones, the seventh being possibly derived from 
Jewish sources. The flrst is cosmological; the second, third and 
fifth are anthropological and the fourth centres in a doctrine of 
God. Nevertheless all of them are but the inevitable outworkings 
of what TertuUian affirms to have been the basic assumption of 
Marcion’s Docetism, viz. the incredibility of an incarnate God. 
God cannot be incarnate because He is not the author of the 
flesh which is vile and comes into being through the evil pro¬ 
cesses of birth. He cannot be incarnate because this would in¬ 
volve a change in the immutable^. He has not been incarnate 
because He is not concerned with the material universe but only 
with the true man which is the human soul. There is nothing 
here of divine impassibility, little of Graeco-Oriental speculation, 
and this accords well with what we know of the genesis of Mar¬ 
cion’s thought, viz. a concern with the interpretation of certain 
Gospel passages, with the problems of the relation of Law and 
Gospel and of the nature of evil*. His Docetism accords too with 
his belief in the essential newness of Christianity which, for him, 
involved the sudden intervention of the envoy of the Unknown 
God into the realm of history without the necessity of a nativity. 

The Docetism of Apelles, Marcion’s leading disciple, preserved 
several of the elements of his master’s teaching. Thus, like Mar- 
cion, Apelles “lay very great stress on the shameful condition 


1 Adv. Haer. 1, 27, 3. 

* Adv. Marc. 4,19. 

» Ibid. 3, 9. 

* It is interesting to note how the doctrine of divine immutability led in 
Marcion to a denial of the humanity in Christ, while in Arius it led to a denial 
of His divinity. 

* Ps.-Tert., 6; Epiphanius, Haer. 42, 2. 
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of the flesh” which was therefore “unworthy of Christ^.” He 
taught “the salvation of souls alone”*. He “wilfully denied that 
God Himself was bom on the ground that He asked; 'Who is 
my mother, and who are my brethren*?’ ” He “borrowed the prece¬ 
dent of the angels” and asserted “it for a certain principle that a 
body without nativity is nothing to be astonished at, because it 
has been permitted to angels to appear even among ourselves in 
flesh without the intervention of the womb*.” Nevertheless 
Apelles’ Docetism differed from that of his teacher. “Christ he 
neither, like Marcion, afflrms to have been in a phantasmal shape, 
nor yet in substance of a trae body, as the Gospel teaches; but 
says, because He descended frt>m the upper regions, that in the 
course of this descent He wove together for Himself a starry and 
airy flesh; and, in His resurrection, restored, in the course of His 
ascent, to the several individual elements* whatever He had 
borrowed in His descent: and thus — the several parts of His 
body dispersed — He reinstated in heaven His spirit only*.” 

This sidereal Docetism would seem to be the independent 
creation of Apelles, developed, on the basis of the Marcionite 
teaching, to meet the arguments presented by the Catholic apolo¬ 
gists, for even the acceptance of an edited text of St. Luke’s 
Gospel made it diflFicult to deny any substantial reality to Christ’s 
body. Hence TertuUian asse^ that Apelles and his followers 
were “compelled to be wiser than their teacher and conceded to 
Christ real 'flesh’” But we must also take account of two other 
factors: first, the influence of Philumene and, second, Apelles’ 
cosmology. Both TertuUian and Hippolytus are agreed that 
Philumene was a prophetess* “by whose miracles and illusions 
Apelles was led when he introduced his new heresy*;” indeed so 
impressed was he that he “committed to writing'the revelations’ 
which he had learned of her Apelles’ sidereal Docetism would 
therefore seem to be attributable also to the teaching of Philu- 

^ De Carne Chr. 8. 

• Ps.-Tert., 6. 

• De Carae Chr. 7. 

« Ibid. 6. 

• Heat, coldness, moisture and dryness, according to Hippolytus, 7, 38, 10. 

• Ps.-Tert., 6. 

^ De Came Chr. 6. 

• Hippolytus, 7, 38. 

• De praes. 6. 

Ibid. 30. 
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mene. But what was her teaching? According to Bhodon, as 
reported by Eusebius^, it included the belief that there is only 
one Supreme Principle, so ApeUes rejected Marcion’s dualism 
and presented the Demiurge as a creature of God, as an angel 
who created the world. We can readily understand how such a 
being could be regarded as a fitting instrument to provide the 
materials of the Saviour’s body and we must therefore acknow¬ 
ledge some cosmological speculation as a factor in Apelles’ 
thought. 

We are left, finally, with the apocryphal Gospels and Acts*. 
The Oospel of Peter, written in the second half of the second cen¬ 
tury, with its alteration of “My God, my God, why hast thou 
foresaken me?” to “My power, my power, thou hast foresaken 
me*”, and with its statement that the crucified Lord “kept 
silence, as one feeling no pain*”, certainly manifests docetic 
tendencies on the basis of a doctrine of divine impassibility. The 
exact extent of the docetic infiuence is however difficult to deter¬ 
mine but there seems little reason to differ from Serapion’s 
verdict, especially as he presumably had the whole text in 
front of him, that “the most part indeed was in accordance 


1 H. E. V 13,2. 

* The Docetae of Hippolytus (8, 8—13; 10,16) present a problem of their 
own. Who were they? To treat Aoxrjrai merely as a term in common use in¬ 
dicating persons or sects who denied the reality of Christ’s body is to do less 
than justice to the coherent system which Hippolytus ascribes to them. To him 
the Docetae would appear to have been as clearly defined a group, even though 
he provides no names of individual teachers, as, for example, the Ophites. 
Their views had something in common with those of the Basilides of Hippolytus. 
Thus there is nimilAr teaching concerning the cosmic seed (7, 23, 3; 8, 8, 3) 
and concerning the Archon (7, 23, 3; 8, 9, 6); while the threefold Sonship of 
Basilides (7, 22, 7) has affinities with the throe Aeons of the Doceiae (8, 8, 6). 
There is however the more remarkable parallel between the use of Deut. 5, 22 
by the Docetae to affirm their three Aeons (8, 8, 5) and by the Sethians to 
support their three principles (5, 20,1). The system of the Doceiae included 
other elements, e. g. the doctrine of the transmigration of souls (8, 10, 20) 
which is parallel to the view of the Carpocratians (7, 32, 7). Moreover the 
Doceiae'e Christology is not strictly docetic. The manhood of Jesus was bom of 
the Virgin Mary and *He that came from above put on that which was bom; 
and so did He all things, as it had been written in the Gospels’. They further 
taught that at his baptism Jesus received a spiritual body, so that when the 
fleshly body was nailed to the cross and stripped off, the soul, which had been 
nourished within it, might not be found naked (8, 10, 7). There is a possible 
hint of the Cerinthian dichotomy in this account. 

• V 16. * IV 10. 
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with the true teaching of the Saviour, but that some things 
(of an heretical nature) were added^.” 

The Acts of John, written in Asia Minor between 160 and 180, 
are much more certainly docetic. We are informed that Jesus 
sometimes appeared to be a small man, sometimes ''as one rea¬ 
ching up to heaven*.” On occasion His breast was tender to 
touch, at other times "hard like unto stones*.” "Sometimes 
when I would lay hold on Him, I met with a material and solid 
body, and at other times again, when I felt Him, the substance 
was immaterial and as if it existed not at all”*. It is not sur¬ 
prising therefore to learn that this being left no footprints. During 
the passion the apostle John flees to a cave where he is joined by 
Jesus who tells him: "John, unto the multitude below in Jeru¬ 
salem I am being crucifled and pierced with lances and reeds, 
and gall and vinegar is given me to drink*.” He then continues 
"I am not he that is on the cross ... I was reckoned to be what 
I am not*.” "So speak I, separating off the manhood. Perceive 
thou therefore in the first place the Word; then shalt thou per¬ 
ceive the Lord, and in the third the man, and what he hath 
suffered’.” This peculiar presentation would seem to rest upon 
the Cerinthian dichotomy together with a belief in the divine 
impassibility®. 

The Acts of Peter, composed about 190, refer to a bread and 
water Eucharist®, condemn marriage and encourage women to 
leave their husbands and afflrm that Jesus "did eat and drink 
for our sakes. Himself being neither anhungered nor athirst^*.” 
These elements indicate that the author shared the docetic 
view, but the allusions are too cryptic to allow of any certain 
determination of origins. The condemnation of marriage is even 
more strongly affirmed in the Acts of Andrew, which may be 
dated before A. D. 200^^ but is more usually ascribed to c. 260, 
but this may derive from an exaggerated asceticism rather than 


^ Eusebius, H. E. VI12, 6; and see further references in Turner, op. cit., 
pp. 177f. • 89. • 89. * 93. » 97. • 99. ^ 101. 

* The condemnation of marriage in certain passages is described by M. R. 
James (The Apocr3rphal New Testament, Oxford 1924, p. 266) as “avowedly 
Encratite.” This is to be too precise; other groups equally rejected marriage. 

• 2 . 

20 . 

G. Quispel, An Unknown Fragment of the Acts of Andrew, Vigiliae 
Christianae 10, 1956, 129—148. 
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from docetic beliefs^. Nevertheless that their authdr was prone 
to a dualistic conception is evident from his definition of human 
nature: “thou art immaterial, holy, light, akin to him that is 
unborn, thou art intellectual, heavenly, translucent, pure, above 
the flesh, above the world^.” To this statement we may now 
add certain passages in the Coptic fragment of the Acts, recently 
published by G. Quispel®, which seem to imply a distinction 
between those who are qwaei avyyevelg rov ovgavov and those who 
are qwaei avyyevetq rov ocjfiaTOQ. This, as Quispel points out, is a 
characteristic of second century Gnosticism, although its pre¬ 
sence in the Acts may not be explicitly heretical but the conse¬ 
quence of gnostic influence. Here we may recognise an element 
common to nearly all forms of Docetism. To the docetists Christ 
is indeed the Saviour; He comes to save man. But the real man 
is the soul or the celestial spark; this is his true self to deliver 
which the Saviour had no need of a physical envelope. The 
Church, clinging tenaciously to its Hebraic inheritance, opposed 
this (Tc5/ia—(Ti7/ia conception; hence Irenaeus’assertion: “The soul 
and the spirit are certainly a part of man, but certainly not the 
man^.” Yet how much of Docetism arises from a denial of this 
position, on the basis of a Graeco-Oriental anthropology which was 
closely connected with a cosmology, both inevitably affecting 
the understanding of soteriology ? 

The preceding study has sought to shed light on the multiple 
origins of Docetism and this is not without its bearing upon 
the wider question of the origins of Gnosticism. It will have been 
noticed that the earlier in time the docetic strand, the greater 
the apparent influence of Judaistic thought; conversely the 
later in time, the greater the influence of Graeco-Oriental specu¬ 
lation. This lends some slight support to the thesis, not infre¬ 
quently advanced at the present day, that Christian Gnosticism 
owes not a little in its beginnings to heterodox Jewish sectarian 
thought. 


^ Cp. The Gospel of Thomas. G. Quispel, Some Remarks on the Gospel of 
Thomas, New Testament Studies 5, 1959, 286. 

* Vatican ms. 6. 

* Art cit., Vigiliae Christianae 10. 

* 5, 6, 1. 
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I 

The idea of Creation was a striking Christian innovation in 
philosophy. The problem itself was alien and even unintelligible 
to the Greek mind: de rerum originatione radicali. The Greek 
mind was firmly addicted to the conception of an Eternal Cosmos, 
permanent and immutable in its essential structure and compo¬ 
sition. This Cosmos simply existed. Its existence was ‘‘necessary’*, 
it was an ultimate or first datum, beyond which neither thought 
nor imagination could penetrate. There was, indeed, much move¬ 
ment within the world — “the wheel of origin and decay”. But 
the Cosmos as a whole was unchangeable, and its permanent struc¬ 
ture was repeatedly and unfailingly exhibited in its rotation and 
self-iteration. It was not a static world, there was in it an intense 
dynamism: but it was a dynamism of inescapable circulation. The 
Cosmos was a periodical, and yet a “necessary” and “immortal”, 
being. The “shape” of the world might be exposed to changes, it 
was actually in a constant fiux, but its very existence was 
perennial. One simply could not ask inteUigently about the 
“origin” or “beginning” of the Cosmic fabric, in the order of 
existence^. 

It was precisely at this point that the Greek mind was radically 
challenged by the Biblical Revelation. This was a hard message 
for the Greeks. Indeed, it is still a hard message for philosophers. 

The Bible opens with the story of Creation. “In the beginning 
God created the heaven and the earth.” This has become a 

^ See, e. g., J. Baudry, Le Problftme de I’Origine et de TEtemit^ du Monde 
dans la Philosophie grecque de Platon k T^re chr6tienne, Paris 1931, and also 
Jacques Chevalier, La Notion du N^cessaire chez Aristote et chez ses pr6d^- 
cesseurs, Paris 1916. Cf. my article, The Idea of Creation in Christian Philo¬ 
sophy, in the Eastern Churches Quarterly 8, 1949, Supplementary issue: 
“Nature and Grace’*. 
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credal statement in the Christian Church. The Cosmos was no more 
regarded as a “self-explanatory” being. Its ultimate and intrinsic 
dependence upon God’s will and action has been vigorously 
asserted. But much more than just this relation of “dependence” 
was implied in the Biblical concept: the world was created ex 
nihilo, i. e., it did not exist “eternally”. In retrospect one was 
bound to discover its “beginning” — post nihilum, as it were. The 
tension between the two visions, Hellenic and Biblical, was sharp 
and conspicuous. Greeks and Christians, as it were, were dwelling 
in different worlds. Accordingly, the categories of Greek philo¬ 
sophy were inadequate for the description of the world of Christi¬ 
an faith. The main emphasis of Christian faith was precisely on 
the radical contingency of the Cosmos, on its contingency 
precisely in the order of existence. Indeed, the very existence of 
the world pointed, for Christians, to the Other, as its Lord and 
Maker. On the other hand, Creation of the world was conceived as 
a sovereign and “free” act of God, and not as something 
which was “necessarily” implied or inherent in God’s own Being. 
Thus, there was actually a double contingency: on the side of the 
Cosmos — which could “not have existed at all”, and on the side 
of the Creator —who could “not have created” anything at all. 
In the fine phrase of Etienne Gilson, “it is quite true that a 
Creator is an eminently Christian God, but a God whose very 
existence is to be a creator is not a Christian God at all”^. The 
very existence of the world was regarded by the Christians as a 
mystery and miracle of Divine Freedom. 

Christian thought, however, was maturing but gradually and 
slowly, by a way of trial and retraction. The early Christian 
writers would often describe their new vision of faith in the 
terms of old and current philosophy. They were not always aware 
of, and certainly did not always guard against, the ambiguity which 
was involved in such an enterprise. By using Greek categories 
Christian writers were forcing upon themselves, without knowing 
it, a world which was radically different from that in which they 
dwelt by faith. Thus they were often caught between the vision 
of their faith and the inadequacy of the language they were using. 
This predicament must be taken quite seriously. Etienne Gilson 
once suggested that Christianity has brought the new wine, but 
the old skins were still good enough, i. e., the skins of Greek 


^ Etienne Gilson, God and Philosophy, Yale University Press 1941, p. 88. 
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Philosophy. “La peiisee chretienne apportait du vin nouveau, 
mais les vieilles outres etaient encore bonnes.”^ It is an elegant 
phrase. But is it not rather an optimistic overstatement? Indeed, 
the skins did not burst at once, but was it really to the benefit 
of the nascent Christian thought? The skins were badly tainted 
with an old smell, and the wine acquired in them an alien fiavour. 
In fact, the new vision required new terms and categories for its 
adequate and fair expression. It was an urgent task for Christians 
“to coin new names”, to xaivorofAslv xa ovdfxaxay in the phrase of 
St. Gregory of Nazianzus. 

Indeed, the radical contingency of the created world was 
faithfully acknowledged by Christian writers from the very 
beginning. The Lordship of God over all His Creation was duly 
emphasized. God alone was mighty and eternal. All created things 
were brought into existence, and sustained in existence, solely by 
the grace and pleasure of God, by His sovereign will. Existence 
was always a gift of God. From this point of view, even the 
human soul was “mortal”, by its own “nature”, i. e. contingent, 
because it was a creature, and was maintained only by the grace 
of God. St. Justin was quite explicit at this point — in opposition 
to Platonic arguments for “immortality”. Indeed, “immortal” 
would mean for him “uncreated”*. But it was not yet clear how 
this creative “will” of God was related to His own “being”. And 
this was the crucial problem. In early Christian thinking the 
very idea of God was only gradually released out of that “cos¬ 
mological setting”, in which it used to be apprehended by the 
Greek philosophical thought. The mystery of the Holy Trinity 
itself was often interpreted in an ambiguous cosmological con¬ 
text — not primarily as a mystery of God’s own Being, but rather 
in the perspective of God’s creative and redemptive action and 
self-disclosure in the world. This was the main predicament of 
the Logos-theology, in the Apologists, in Hippolytus, and in 
Tertulhan. All these writers could not distinguish consistently 
between the categories of the Divine “Being” and those of the 
Divine “Revelation” ad extra, in the world. Indeed, it was rather 


^ Etienne Gilson, L’Esprit de la Philosophie M4di6yale, Deuxi^me Edition 
revue, Paris 1944, p. 82, n. 1. 

* St. Justin's Dialogue with Trypho, c. 6 and 6. See my Ingersoll lecture 
for 1950—1951, The Resurrection of Life, in the Bulletin of Harvard Divinity 
School; cf. J. Lebreton, Histoire du Dogme de la Trinity, t. II, Paris 1928, 
p. 635ff. 
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a lack of precision, an inadequacy of language, than an obstinate 
doctrinal error. The Apologists were not just pre-Arians or pro- 
Arians. Bishop George Bull was right in his Defensio Fidei Ni- 
cenae, against the charges of Petavius. And yet, as G. L. Prestige 
has pointed out, “the innocent speculations of Apologists came 
to provide support for the Arian school of thought”^. 

The case of Origen is especially significant. He also failed to 
distinguish between the ontological and cosmological dimensions. 
As Bolotov has aptly stated, “the logical link between the gene¬ 
ration of the Son and the existence of the world was not yet 
broken in the speculation of Origen”*. It can be even contended 
that this very link has been rather reinforced in Origen’s think¬ 
ing. The ultimate question for Origen was precisely this: Is it 
possible or permissible to think of God without conceiving Him 
at once as Creator? The negative answer to this question was for 
Origen the only devout option. An opposite assumption would be 
sheer blasphemy. God could never have become anything that He 
has not been always. There is nothing simply “potential” in 
God’s Being, everything being eternally actualized. This 
was Origen’s basic assumption, his deepest conviction. God is 
always the Father of the Only Begotten, and the Son is co¬ 
eternal with the Father: any other assumption would have 
compromised the essential immutability of the Divine Being. But 
God also is always the Creator and the Lord. Indeed, if God is 
Creator at all — and it is an article of faith that He is Lord and 
Creator — we must necessarily assume that He had always been 
Creator and Lord. For, obviously, God never “advances” toward 
what He had not been before. For Origen this implied inevitably 
also an eternal actualization of the world’s existence, of all 
those things over which God’s might and Lordship were exercised. 
Origen himself used the term navroxgdxayQ, which he bor¬ 
rowed surely from the Septuagint. Its use by Origen is charac¬ 
teristic. The Greek term is much more pointed than its Latin or 
English renderings: Omnipotens, “Almighty”. These latter terms 
emphasize just might or power. The Greek word stresses specifi¬ 
cally the actual exercise of power. The edge of Origen’s argu- 

1 G. L. Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, S. P. C. K., 1952 (1936), p. 123. 

• V. V. Bolotov, Origen’s Doctrine of Holy Trinity, St. Petersburg 1879 
(in Russian), p. 386—381. It is still the best exposition of Origen’s Trinitarian 
doctrine, at no point superseded by later research. One may add only 
H. Crouzel, Th^ologie de I’lmage de Dieu chez Orig^ne, Paris (1956). 
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ment is taken off in Latin translation. '^IlavxoxQdToyQ is in the first 
place an active word, conveying the idea not just of capacity but 
of the actualization of capacity.”^ IlavroxQdrcDQ means just 
xvQioQj the ruling Lord. And God could not be TtavroxgdrcDg 
eternally unless rd Ttdvra also existed from all eternity. God’s 
might must have been eternally actualized in the created Cosmos, 
which therefore appears to be an eternal concomitant or 
companion of the Divine Being. In this context any clear distinc¬ 
tion between “generation” and “creation” was actually im¬ 
possible — both were eternal relations, indeed “necessary” 
relations, as it were, intrinsic for the Divine Being. Origen was 
unable, and indeed reluctant and unwilling, to admit anything 
“contingent” about the world itself, since, in his conception, 
this would have involved also a certain “change” on the Divine 
level. In Origen’s system the eternal being of the Holy Trinity 
and the eternal existence of the world are indivisibly and in- 
solubly linked together: both stand and fall together. The Son 
is indeed eternal, and eternally “personal” and “hypostatic”. 
But He is eternally begotten in relation to the eternally created 
world*. 

Origen’s argument is straight and consistent, under his basic 
assumptions. It would be fiagrantly impious to admit that God 
could ever have existed without His Wisdom, even for a single 
moment — ad punctum momenti alicujm, God is always the 
Father of His Son, who is bom of Him, but “without any be¬ 
ginning” — sine uUo iamen initio. And Origen specifies: “not only 
of that kind which can be distinguished by intervals of time — 
aliquibns tempomm spatiis, but even of that other kind which the 
mind alone is wont to contemplate in itself and to perceive, if I 
may say so, with the bare intellect and reason” — nvdo intellectu. 
In other words, Wisdom is begotten beyond the limit of any 
imaginable “beginning” — extra omne ergo quod vel did vel intelligi 
potest initium. Moreover, as Origen explained elsewhere, the 
“generation” of Wisdom could not be interpreted as an accom¬ 
plished “event”, but rather as a permanent and continuous 


^ J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, London (1950), p. 137. Cf. also the 
comments of Antonio Orbe, S. J., Hacia la primera teologia de la procesidn 
del Verbo, Rome 1958 (= Estudios Valentinianos, vol. I/l), p. 169, n. 14. < 

* Cf. the exposition of Pere Jean Dani^lou in his recent course at the Insti- 
tut Catholique in Paris: Le 1I1“® Si5cle: Clement et Orig^ne, Notes prises au 
Cours par les Eldves, p. 148—154. 
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relationship — a relation of “being begotten”, just as radiance is 
perpetually concomitant with the light itself, and Wisdom is, 
in the phrase of Sap. Sal. 7, 26, an djtavyao/ia qxordg aidlov (In 
Jerem, hom. IX 4: ovxl iydwrjaev 6 Ttav^g rdv vlov ... dAA* &el 
yewq adxdv, 70 Edostermann; cf. Latin translation in the “Apo¬ 
logy” of Pamphilus, PG 17, 664). Now, according to Origen, in 
the very subsistence of Wisdom the whole design of creation is 
already implied. The whole creation, universa creatura, is pre¬ 
arranged in Wisdom (De princ. 12, 2; 29—30 Koetschau). The 
text of this important passage might have been somewhat edited 
by the Latin translator, but surely the main argument was 
faithfully reproduced (cf. the fragment in Greek, in Methodius, 
De crecUis, quoted by Photius, God, 236). Origen spoke of “pre¬ 
vision” : virtute praeacientiae. But, according to his own basic 
principle, there could be no temporal order or sequence. The 
world as “pre-viewed” in Wisdom had to be also eternally actu¬ 
alized^. It is in this direction that Origen continued his argument. 
And here the terms “Father” and “Pantokrator” are conspi¬ 
cuously bracketed together. “Now as one cannot be father apart 
from having a son, nor a lord apart from holding a possession or 
a slave, so we cannot even call God almighty if there are none 
over whom He can exercise His power. Accordingly, to prove 
that God is Almighty we must assume the existence of the world.” 
But, obviously, God is Lord from all eternity. Consequently, the 
world, in its entirety, also existed from all eternity: neceaaario 
exiatere oportet (De princ, 12 , 10; 41—42 Koetschau; cf. the 
Greek quotation in Justinian, Epiat, ad Mennam, Mansi IX 628). 
In bribf, the world must be always co-existent with God and 
therefore co-etemal. Of course, Origen meant the primordial 
world of spirits. Actually, in Origen’s conception there was but 
one eternal hierarchical system of beings, a “chain of being”. He 
could never escape the cosmological pattern of Middle Plato¬ 
nism*. 

1 Cf. Orbe, p. 77, 176 as. 

* Cf. Orbe, p. 165 88. and especially the summary, p. 185: '^Orfgenes dis- 
curre siempre vinculando la Subidurfa personal de Dios al mundo (inteligible, 
o quiz4 tambi^n sensible). La generacidn del Verbo, que hubiera en absolute 
bastado a explicar el misterio de la prehisteria del mundo, no adquiere aute- 
nomla propia. De seguro su coetemidad con el Padre se halla en Orfgenes 
mejor definida que en ninguno de sus contempordneos; pero las multiples 
coordenadas que de diversos puntes traza el Alejandrino para definir igual- 
mente la etemidad del mundo, comprometen las fronteras entre la necesidad 
4 Studia Patrlstica VI 
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Moreover, Origen seems to have interpreted the (leneration 
of the Son as an act of the Father’s will: ix rov de^fiarog rov 
naxQog iyewij'&rj (quoted by Justinian, Mansi IX 626). On the 
other hand he was utterly suspicious of the phrase: ix rfjg ovaiag 
Ttargdgy and probably even formally repudiated it. For him it was 
a dangerous and misleading phrase, heavily overloaded with 
gross ''materialistic” associations, and suggesting division and 
separation in the Divine substance {In loh, XX 18; 361 Preuschen; 
De princ, TV 4,1; 348 Koetschau; cf. the quotation by Marcellus, 
given in Eusebius, c. MarceUum 14; 21 Klostermann). The textual 
evidence is confused and inconclusive^. It may be true that at 
this point Origen was opposing the Gnostics, especiaUy the 
Valentinian conception of ngofioki], and only wanted to vindi¬ 
cate the strictly spiritual character of everything Divine*. Yet, 
there was a flagrant ambiguity. Both the generation of the Son 
and the creation of the world are equally attributed to the will 
or counsel of the Father. "And my owm opinion is that an act 
of the Father’s will — voluntas Patris — ought to be sufficient to 
ensure the subsistence of what He walls. For in willing He uses 
no other means than that which is produced by the deliberation 
of His will — nisi quae consilio voluntatis profertur. Thus, it 
is in this way that the existence of the Son also is begotten of 
Him — ita ergo et filii ab eo suhsistentia generatur** (De princ. 
12, 6; 36 Koetschau). The meaning of this passage is rather 
obscure, and we have no Greek text*. But, in any case, 
once again the Son is explicitly bracketed together with crea¬ 
tures*. 

There was an unresolved tension, or an inner contradiction, 
in the system of Origen. And it led to an inner conflict, and finally 
to an open split, among those theologians who were profoundly 
influenced by his powerful thought. It may be contended, indeed. 


de la generacidn natural del Verbo y la libertad de la generacidn intenoional 
del mundo en El. LiOB llmites entre la Patemidad y la Omnipotencia na apa- 
recen claros en el Alejandrino.” See also P. Aloysius Lieske, Die Theologie der 
LfOgosmystik bei Origenes, Munster i/W. 1938, p. 162—208, and Endre 
y. Ivdnka, Hellenisches und Christliches im fruhbyzantinischen Geistesleben, 
Wien 1948» p. 24—27 and passim. 

^ Cf. Crouzel, p. 98 ss. 

* See Orbe, p. 674ss., and especially the section: “Origenes y los Arrianos”. 

* Cf. Crouzel, p. 908s. 

* Cf. Ernst Benz, Marius Victorinus und die Entwicklung der abend- 

landischen Willensmetaphysik, Stuttgart 1932, p. 329—340. ^ 
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that his trinitarian theology was intrinsically orthodox, that is, 
pro-Nicene, so that the interpretation of his views by St. Athana¬ 
sius and the Cappadocians was fair and congenial to his ultimate 
vision. Indeed, Origen strongly defended the eternity of the 
Divine Generation and, at this point, was definitely anti-Arian. 
If we can trust St. Athanasius, Origen explicitly denounced 
those who dared to suggest that “there was when the Son was 
not”, tJv noxe Sre ovx fjv 6 vl6g, whosoever these people might have 
been (see quotation from Origen in St. Athanasius, De decretis 27). 
Yet, on the other hand, the general scheme of his theology was 
utterly inadequate at many crucial points. In any caae, the 
controversies of the fourth century can be properly understood 
only in the perspective of Origen’s theology and its problematic. 
The crucial philosophical problem at the bottom of that theo¬ 
logical controversy was precisely that of time and eternity. 
Within the system itself there were but two opposite options: to 
reject the eternity of the world or to contest the eternity of the 
Logos. The latter option was taken by Arius and all those 
who, for various reasons, sympathized with him. His opponents 
were bound to insist on the temporality of the world. The problem 
of creation was the crucial philosophical problem in the dispute. 
No clarity could be reached in the doctrine of God until the 
problem of creation had been settled. Indeed, the essence of the 
controversy was religious, the ultimate issue was theological. 
But faith and piety themselves could be vindicated at this 
historic juncture only by philosophical weapons and arguments. 
This was well understood already by St. Alexander of Alex¬ 
andria: q>iXoao<pd)v i^eoXdyei, says Socrates of him (I 5). St. Alex¬ 
ander made the first attempt to disentangle the doctrine of God 
out of the traditional cosmological context, while keeping him¬ 
self still close to the tenets of Origen^. 

Ariushimself contended that the Logos was a “creature”, aprivi- 
leged creature indeed, not like others, but still no more than a 
xxlxjfjLa originated by the will of God. Accordingly, God for him 
was primarily the Creator, and apart from that, little, if anything, 
could be said of the unfathomable and incomprehensible Being 

^ See the excellent and exhaustive essay of D. A. Lebedev, St. Alexander 
of Alexandria and Origen, in the Trudy Kievskoj Dukhovnoj Akademii, 
1915, October/November and December, p. 244—273 and 388—414 (in Rus¬ 
sian) ; cf. also another article by the same author. The problem of the origin of 
Arianism, in the Bogoslovskij Vestnik, 1915, May, p. 133—162 (also in Russian). 

4* 
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of God, unknown even to the Son. ActuaUy, there wtw no room 
for “theology” in his system. The only real problem was that of 
“cosmology” — a typically Hellenic approach. Arius had to 
define the notion of creation. Two major points were made: 
(a) the total dissimilarity between God and all other realities 
which “had beginning”, beginning of any kind; (b) the “be¬ 
ginning” itself. The Son had a “beginning”, simply because He 
was a son, that is — originated from the Father, as His oQxi ]: only 
God (the Father) was avoQx^^ ^ strict sense of the word. It 
seems that with Arius the main emphasis lay on the relation of 
dependence as such, and the element of time was comparatively 
irrelevant for his argument. Indeed, in his famous letter to Euse¬ 
bius of Nicomedia, Arius stated plainly that the Son came into 
existence “before all times and ages” — nqo xqovcdv xal tiqo aicovcov 
(apud Epipb., Haeres. LXIX 6; 156 Holl, and Theodoret, Hist, 
eccl, 14,63; 25 Parmentier). St. Athanasius himself complained 
that the Arians evaded the term XQ^^^Q {Contra Arianos I 13). 
Yet, they obviously contended that all things “created” did 
somehow “come into existence”, so that the state of “being” has 
been preceded, at least logically, by a state of “non-being” out 
of which they have emerged, ovx dvrcov. In this sense “they did 
not exist before they came into existence” — ovx ijv ngivyewr^. 
Obviously, “creatureliness” meant for the Arians more than just 
“dependence”: it implied also an “essential” dissimilarity with 
God, and a finitude, that is — some limitation in retrospect. On 
the other hand, it was strongly stressed that all Creation 
was grounded in the will and deliberation of God: xal 

PovXfj, as Arius himself wrote to Eusebius. The latter motive 
was Origenistic. Indeed, Arius went much further than 
Origen: Origen rejected only the Gnostic nqo^oXri, but Arius 
repudiated any “natural” affinity of Logos with God. Arius 
simply had nothing to say about the life of God, apart from. 
His engagement in Creation. At this point his thought was 
utterly archaic. 

It is highly significant that the Council of Antioch in 324/5 — 
that is, before Nicaea — took up all these major points. The 
Son is begotten “not from that which is not but from the Father”, 
in an ineffable and indescribable manner, “not as made but 
as properly offspring”, and not “by volition”. He existed ever¬ 
lastingly and “did not at one time not exist”. Again, “He is the 
express image, not of the will or anything else, but of His Fa- 
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ther’s very hypostasis”^. For all these reasons the Son could not 
be regarded as “creature”. Nothing has been said about Creation. 
But one can easily guess what “Creation” and “creatureliness” 
meant for the Fathers of the Council. All elements, of which the 
later clear distinction between “begetting” and “creating” (or 
“making”) has been construed, are already implied in the con¬ 
ciliar statement. 

St. Athanasius made a decisive contribution at the next stage 
of the dispute. 


II 

Already in his early writings, before the outbreak of the Arian 
strife, St. Athanasius was wrestling with the problem of Creation. 
For him it was intimately related to the crucial message of the 
Christian faith: the redemptive Incarnation of the Divine Word. 
Indeed, his interpretation of Redemption, as it was expound¬ 
ed in De Incamatione Verbi, is grounded in a distinctive con¬ 
ception of the Cosmos. There was, in the vision of St. Atha¬ 
nasius, an ultimate and radical cleavage or Maim between the 
absolute Being of God and the contingent existence of the World. 
There were actually two modes of existence, radically different 
and totally dissimilar. On the one hand — the Being of God, eter¬ 
nal and immutable, “immortal” and “incorruptible”. On the 
other — the flux of the Cosmos, intrinsically mutable and “mor¬ 
tal”, exposed to change and “corruption”. The ultimate onto¬ 
logical tension was precisely between the Divine atpdaoala and the 


^ Only a S 3 rriao version of this important document is preserved. It was 
published for the first time and retranslated into Greek by Eduard Schwartz, 
Zur Geschichte des Athanasius, VI, in Nachrichten von der Koniglichen Ge- 
sellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Gottingen, 1905, p. 272—273 (now reprinted 
in his Gesammelte Schriften, Dritter Band, Berlin 1959, p. 136—143). I am 
quoting the English translation of Kelly, made from the Greek of Schwartz — 
Early Christian Creeds, p. 209—210. The authenticity of the Antioch Council 
has been vigorously contested by Harnack and others. The best analysis of 
all evidence and a convincing defense of the authenticity can be found in a 
series of articles by D. A. Lebedev: The Council in Antioch of 324 and its 
epistle to Alexander, Bishop of Thessalonike, in Khristianskoje Chtenije, 1911, 
July/Aug., 831—858; Sept., 1008—1023; On the problem of the Council in 
Antioch of 324 and on the “great and holy Council in Ancyra”, in Trudy 
Kievskoj Dukhovnoj Akademii, 1914, April, July/August, November; 1915, 
January; continued in Bogoslovskij Vestnik, 1915, July/August, p. 482—512. 
All these articles in Russian. 
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(p^oqd of the Cosmic flux. Since the whole Creation had once 
begun, by the will and pleasure of God, “out of nothing”, an 
ultimate “meonic” tendency was inherent in the very “nature” 
of all creaturely things. By their own “nature”, all created things 
were intrinsically unstable, fluid, impotent, mortal, liable to dis¬ 
solution: T(bv fxh ycLQ yevTjxdjv qjvaig, dre dijiSovxdvrcovvTtoardaa, 
Qevaxri rtg xal aa^evijq xal dvrjrij xad‘^ iavrijv avyxQivojbtdvrj rvyxdvei. 
Their existence was precarious. If there was any order and stabi¬ 
lity in the Cosmos, they were, as it were, super-imposed upon its 
own “nature”, and imparted to created things by the Divine 
Logos. It was the Logos that ordered and bound together the 
whole Creation — awix^i xal avacplyyet — counter-acting thereby, 
as it were, its inherent leaning toward disintegration. Indeed, the 
creaturely ‘ ‘nature” itself is also God's creation. But it was inwardly 
limited by its creaturely condition: it was inescapably “mortal” 
and mutable. St. Athanasius formally disavowed the notion of 
seminal kdyoiy immanent and inherent in the things themselves. 
Creation stood only by the immediate impact of the Divine 
Logos. Not only was the Cosmos brought into existence “out of 
nothing”, by an initial and sovereign creative fiat of God, but 
it was maintained in existence solely by the continuous action of 
the Creator. Man also shared in this “natural” instability of the 
Cosmos, as a “composite” being and originated “out of the non¬ 
existing”: ix rov fii) dvroQ yevdfxevoi. By his very “nature”, man 
also was “mortal” and “corruptible” — xaxd tpvaiv (p&agxdg — and 
could escape this condition of mortality only by God’s grace and 
by participation in the energies of the Logos: de xfjg xov 

Adyov jLierovalag xov xaxd q>voiv ixqwyovxeg. By himself man was 
unable “to continue forever” — ovx Ixavdv elrj xaxd xov xfjQ 16la^ 
yeviaecoq Adyov diajudveiv del {Contra gentes 40 to 43; De incarn. 2, 
3, 6). The pattern of this exposition is conspicuously “Platonic”. 
But St. Athanasius used it judiciously. The cosmic or “demiour- 
gic” function of the Logos was strongly stressed in his concep¬ 
tion. But His Divine transcendence was also vigorously stressed. 
Indeed, the Divine character of the Logos was the main presup¬ 
position of the whole argument. The Logos was, in the phrase of 
St. Athanasius, “the Only-begotten God”, originating eternally 
from the Father as from a spring, a nrjyij. There was an absolute 
dissimilarity between the Logos and the creatures. The Logos is 
present in the world, but only “dynamically”, that is, by His 
“powers”. In His own “substance” He is outside of the world: 
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hcrog fiiv iaxi rov navrog xat* ovalav, iv ndai di iari ralg iavrov 
dwdfjieai (De incam, 17). Now, this distinction between “essence” 
and “powers” can be traced back to Philo and Plotinus, and, 
indeed, to the Apologists and Clement of Alexandria. But in 
St. Athanasius it has a totaUy new connotation. It is never applied 
to the relationship between God and Logos, as had been done 
even by Origen. It serves now a new purpose: to discriminate 
strictly between the inner Being of God and His creative and 
“providential” manifestation ad eoctra^ in the creaturely world. 
The world owes its very existence to God’s sovereign will and 
goodness and stands, over the abyss of its own nothingness and 
impotence, solely by His quickening “Grace” — as it were, sola 
gratia. But the Grace abides in the world 
In his struggle with the Arians St. Athanasius proceeded from 
the same presuppositions. The main demarcartion line passes 
between the Creator and the Creation, and not between the 
Father and the Son, as Arians contended. Indeed, the Logos is 
Creator. But He is Creator precisely because He is fully Divine, 
an “undistinguishable Image” of the Father, &7iaQdXXa>cTog elxtav. 
In creation He is not just an “instrument”, Sgyavov, He is its 
ultimate and immediate efficient cause. His own Being is totaUy 
independent of creation, and even of the creative design of the 
world. At this point St. Athanasius was quite formal. The crucial 
text is in Contra Arianos II31: 'O rot; 0eov yog A6yog di 
yiyovevy dXXd fidXXov 'fjfielg dC avrov yeydvafjLCV^ xal avrig ixxUr&ri 
TO, ndrta* • ovdk did ‘fjfjidiv dadheiav oirog, &v dwardg, dnd fjidvov 
rov Jlargog yfyovev, Iv i^fidg dC avrov d}g di Sgydvov drjfjnovgyijai^* 
fAij yhoixol odx lariv oSrcog, Kal ydg xal el dd^av ijv rcg fiij 
Ttotrjaai rd yevrjrd, dAA* ^ ovdiv fjvtov 6 Adyog *7ig6g rov 0edv\ xal 
iv avrip fjv 6 Ilarifig, Td [livroi yevrjrd ddvvarov ijv x^Qk tov Adyov 


^ See A. Gaudel, La th4ologie du Adyog chez Saint Athanaae, in the Revue 
dee Soienoes religieuaes 11, 1931,1—26; J. B. Berohem, Le rdle du Verbe dans 
rcBuvre de la creation et de la sanctification d*apr^ Saint Athanase, in An- 
gelicum, 1938, p. 201—232 and 615—558; and especially Louis Bouyer, L’In- 
carnation et TEglise — Corps du Christ dans la th^ologie de Saint Athanase, 
Paris 1943; cf. also Regis Bernard, LTmage de Dieu d'apr^s St. Athanase, 
Paris 1952. — Professor I. V. Popov, of Moscow Theological Academy, in his 
book. The Personality and the Doctrine of Saint Augustine, 1917 (in Russian), 
gives an excellent survey of the history of the distinction: essence — energy, 
from Philo to Pseudo-Dionysius, 1.1 2, p. 330—356; see also A. I. Brilliantov, 
The Infiuence of the Eastern theology on the Western in the works of J. S. 
Eriugena (in Russian), St. Petersburg 1898, p. 221 ss. 
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yevia&ar oHria yaq xal yiyove di avrov, xat elxdrcog, ^Eneid^ yog 
A6yog iarlv Idiog (pvaei rfjg ovalag rav Oeov d Ylog^ avrov re 
iari, xal avr^* iariv^ (bg ehtev avrdg* ovx igdvvaro fitj 6C ainov 
yevia^ai rd, drjfKovgyijfjUira. — Even supposing that the 
Father had never been disposed to create the world, 
or a part of it, nevertheless the Logos would have been 
with God and the Father in Him ... This was the core of the 
argument. In fact, St. Athanasius carefully eUminates all refe¬ 
rences to the olxovofiia of creation or salvation from his descrip¬ 
tion of the inner relationship between the Father and the Son. 
This was his major and decisive contribution to the Trinitarian 
theology, in the critical situation of the Arian dispute. And this 
left him free to define the concept of Creation properly. QeoXoyla, 
in the ancient sense of the word, and olxovofiLa must be clearly 
and strictly distinguished and delimited, although they could not 
be separated from each other. But God’s “Being” has an absolute 
ontological priority over God’s action and wiU. 

God is much more than just “Creator”. When we call God “a 
Father”, we mean something higher than His relation to creatures 
(Contra Arianoa I 33). “Before” God creates at all, tioXXm ngd- 
regov, He is Father, and He creates through His Son. For the 
Arians, actually, Grod was no more than a Creator and Shaper of 
creatures, argued St. Athanasius. They did not admit in God 
anything that was “superior to His will”, ro vnegxelfievov rfjg 
PovXrjoecog. But, obviously, “being” precedes “will”, and “gene¬ 
ration”, accordingly, surpasses the “will” also: vTtegavafii^tjTce de 
r^g ^ovXijaecDg to neq/vxivai (II 2). Of course, it is but a logical 
order: there is no temporal sequence in Divine Being and Life. 
Yet, this logical order has an ontological significance. Trinitarian 
names denote the very character of God, His very Being. They 
are, as it were, ontological names. There are, in fact, two 
different sets of names which may be used of God. One set of 
names refers to (Sod’s deeds or acts — that is, to His will and 
counsel — the other to God’s own essence and being. 
St. Athanasius insisted that these two sets of names had to be 
formally and consistently distinguished. And, again, it was more 
than just a logical or mental distinction. There was a distinction in 
the Divine reality itself. God is what He is: Father, Son, and the 
Holy Spirit. It is an ultimate reality, declared and manifested in 
the Scriptures. But Creation is a deed of the Divine will, and 
this will is common to and identical in aU Three Persons of the One 
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Grod. Thus, God’s Fatherhood must necessarily precede His Creator- 
ship. The Son’s existence flows eternally from the very essence of 
the Father, or, rather, belongs to this “essence”, ovaia. The world’s 
existence, on the contrary, is, as it were, “external” to this 
Divine essence and is grounded only in the Divine will. There is 
an element of contingency in the exercise and disclosure of 
the creative wiU, as much as His will reflects Grod’s own essence and 
character. On the other hand, there is, as it were, an absolute 
necessity in the Trinitarian being of Gk)d. The word may seem 
strange and startling. In fact, St. Athanasius did not use it 
directly. It would have embarassed Origen and many others, as 
oflFensive to Grod’s perfection: does it not imply that God is sub¬ 
ject to certain “constraint” or fatalistic determinism? But, in 
fact, “necessity” in this case is but another name for “being” or 
“essence”. Indeed, God does not “choose” His own Being. He 
simply is. No further question can be intelligently asked. Indeed, 
it is proper for God “to create”, that is, to manifest Himself 
ad extra. But this manifestation is an act of His will, and in no 
way an extension of His own Being. On the other hand, “will” 
and “deliberation” should not be invoked in the description of 
the eternal relationship between Father and Son. At this point 
St. Athanasius was definite and explicit. Indeed, his whole refuta¬ 
tion of Arianism depended ultimately upon this basic distinction 
between “essence” and “will”, which alone could establish clearly 
the real difference in kind between “Generation” and “Creation”. 
The Trinitarian vision and the concept of Creation, in the thought 
of St. Athanasius, belonged closely and organically together^. 

Let us examine now in detail some few characteristic passages 
in the famous Athanasian Discourses against the Arians, The 
accurate dating of these “Discourses” is irrelevant for our pre¬ 
sent purpose. 

I 19: God is described in the Scripture as the Fountain of 
Wisdom and Life. The Son is His Wisdom. Now, if one admits 
with the Arians that “there was when He was not”, this would 
imply that once the Fountain was dry, or, rather, that it was not a 
fountain at all. The spring from which nothing flows is not a 
spring at all. — The simile is characteristic of St. Athanasius. 

' Cf. Ernst Benz, op. cit., p. 340—342: “Durch die Scheidung von Substanz 
und Wirkung des Widens ist die engste substantielle Verbindung von Vater 
nnd Sohn nnd zugleich die Begrundung der ‘creatio ex nihilo* gegeben.” The 
whole paragraph on St. Athanasius in Benz's book is highly stimulating. 
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It reappears often in the “Discourses”. See, for instance, II 2: 
if the Word was not the genuine Son of God, God Himself would 
no longer be a Father, but only a Shaper of creatures. The 
fecundity of the Divine nature would have been quen¬ 
ched. The nature of God would be sterile, and not fertile: 
iqrifjLoq , . . jnij xagnoydvog. It would be a barren thing, a light 
without shining, a dry font: thg qKog fii} qxjDxl^ov xat TtTjyij (tjq(L 
See also I 14: dyovog ijv Ttrjyij xal ^rjQdf tpcog x^Qk ; or II 33: 
rjXiog x(OQig rov djiavyiafiaxog. — Both the argument and the 
imagery can be traced back to Origen. Otioaam enim ei immo- 
bilem dicere naturam Dei impiuin eat simtU et absurdum (De princ, 
III 5, 2; 272 Koetschau). But, as we have already seen, in 
Origen the argument was ambiguous and misleading. It was 
ambiguous because there was no room for any clear discrimi¬ 
nation between “being” and “acting”. It was misleading because 
it coupled “generation” and “creation” so closely and intimately 
together as not to aUow any demarcation line. This ambiguity is 
avoided carefully by St. Athanasius. He never uses this argument 
— from the Divine “fertility” — in reference to the will of God. 
On the contrary, he formaUy refuses to follow Origen at this 
point, — of course, without quoting him. 

I 20: God was never without anything that is His own: Ildre 
yovv rov Idhv x^Qk 6 Ge6g; On the other hand, created things 
have no affinity or similarity with the Creator: ovdh Sf^oiov 
xar* ovalav Ix^i ngog rdv Ttenoirjxdra, They are outside God: 
l^cD&ev avrov. They have received their existence by the grace 
and appointment of the Word: xal PovXrjaei avrov rcg Mycg 

yevdjjLBva, And, St. Athanasius characteristicaUy adds, “they 
could again cease to exist, if it pleased their Creator” — cSorrc 
ndXiv 6vva(r&ai xal navea^al nore, el ^eXrjoeiev 6 noufjoag. For, he 
concludes, “such is the nature of created things” — ravrrjg ydg 
iari (pvaecjg rd yevrjrd. See also II 24 and 29: ndvrcov ix rov pi} 
dvrog ixdvrcov rijv avaraaiv. — Now, at this very point St. Atha¬ 
nasius had to face an objection of his opponents. They said: Is 
it not so that God must be Creator always, since the “power of 
creating” could not have come to God, as it were, subsequently ? 
ovx imyiyovev avrcb rov drjjLiiovQyelv dmafjLig, Therefore, all 
creatures must be eternal. It is significant that this counter¬ 
argument of the Arians was actually Origen’s famous argument, 
based on the analysis of the term navroxgarcog. Only the conclu¬ 
sion was different. Origen’s conclusion was that, indeed, creatures 
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were eternal. For the Arians that was blasphemy. By the same 
argument they wanted to reduce ad absurdum the proof of the 
eternal generation. It was an attack both on Origen and on 
St. Athanasius. St. Athanasius meets the charge on his own 
ground. Is there really such a “similarity” between generation 
and creation — xl dfioiov — that what must be said of God as Father 
must also be said of Him as Creator: Iva xd ini xov naxQog xavxa 
xai ini xd>v drjjLiiovQycbv elncoail This is the sting of the Athanasian 
rejoinder. In fact, there is total disparity. The Son is an offspring 
of the substance: Idtov xfjg ovalag yiwripia. Creatures are, on the 
contrary, “external” to the Creator. Accordingly, there is no 
“necessity” for them to exist etemaUy: oix dvdyxrj del elvai. But 
generation is not subject to will (or deliberation): to di yivvr]/Aa 
ov PovX^aei vndxetxai. It is, on the contrary, a property of the sub¬ 
stance: dXXd, xfjg ovalag iaxlv Ididxrjg, Moreover, a man can be 
called “a maker”, noirjxrig, even before he has made anything. 
But nobody can be caUed “a father” before he has a son. This is to 
say that Grod could be described as Creator even “before” 
Creation came into existence. It is a subtle but valid point in the 
argument. St. Athanasius argues that, although God could, 
indeed, have created things from all eternity, yet created things 
themselves could not have existed eternally, since they are “out 
of nothing”, i^ ovx Svxcdv, and consequently did not exist before 
they were brought into existence: oix ijv nglv yivtjxai, “How can 
things which did not exist before they originated be co-etemal 
with God?” — Ildyg rjdvvaxo awvndqxeiv x(p del 8vxi 0e(b; This turn 
of the argument is highly significant. Indeed, if one starts, as 
Origen did, with the eternity and immutability of God, it is diffi¬ 
cult to see, how anything truly “temporal” could have existed 
at all. All acts of God must be eternal. Gk>d simply could not 
“have started”. But in this case the proper “nature” of temporal 
things is ignored and disregarded. This is precisely what St. Atha¬ 
nasius wanted to say. “Beginning” belongs to the very “nature” 
of temporal things. Now, it is the beginning of temporal 
existence, of an existence in time and fiux. For that reason 
creatures cannot “co-exist” with the Eternal God. There are 
two incomparable modes of existence. Creatures have 
their own mode of subsistence: they are outside God. Thus 
creatures, by their very nature, cannot “co-exist” with God. 
But this inherent limitation of their nature does not, in any 
sense, disparage the power of the Creator. The main point of 
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St. Athanasius was precisely this. There is an identity of nature 
in generation, and a disparity of natures in creation (cf. I 26). 

I 36: Since created beings arise “out of nothing”, their exi¬ 
stence is bound to be a state of flux: oMoiovfievrjv (pvaiv, 

a. I 58: Their existence is precarious, they are perishable by 
nature: rd dwdfjieva anoXia^ai. This does not imply that they will 
actually and necessarily perish. Yet, if they do not actually 
perish, it is only by the grace of the Creator. The Son alone, as an 
offspring of the substance, has an intrinsic power “to co-exist” 
eternally with the Father: Idiov de to del elvai xai avvdiafiiveiv avv 
IlargL See also II 67: The being of that which has existence 
“according to a beginning” can be traced back to a certain 
initial instant. 

In the later part of his third “Discourse” St. Athanasius dis¬ 
cusses at great length the Arian contention that the Son has 
been begotten by “the will and deliberation” of the Father: 
Povk^aei xai '&eXi]aei yeyevfja^ai rov Yidv vno rov IJarodg (III 59). 
These terms, protests St. Athanasius, are quite out of place in 
this connection. Arians simply attempt to hide their heresy 
imder the cover of these ambiguous words. St. Athanasius sug¬ 
gests that they borrowed their ideas at this point from the Gno¬ 
stics and mentions the name of Ptolemy. Ptolemy taught that 
God first thought, and then willed and acted. In a similar way, 
St. Athanasius contends, Arians claim that the wiU and delibera¬ 
tion of the Father preceded the generation of the Word. He 
quotes Asterius at this points. In fact, however, these terms 
— “will” and “deliberation” — are only applicable to the production 
of creaturely things. Now, Arians claim that, unless the Son’s 
existence depended upon the “deliberation” of the Father, it 
would appear that God has a Son “by necessity” and, as it were, 
“unwillingly” — dvdyxij xai fiij diXcov, This kind of reasoning, 
St. Athanasius retorts, only shows their inability to grasp the 
basic difference between “being” and “acting”. God does not 
deliberate with Himself about His own being and existence. In¬ 
deed, it would be absurd to contend that God’s goodness and 
mercy are just His voluntary habit, and not a part of His nature. 
But does it mean that God is good and merciful unwillingly? 
Now, what is “by Nature” is higher than that which is only “by 
deliberation” — vniqxeiTai xai TiQorjyelxai rov PovXevea^^ai to xard 


^ Cf. Orbe, op. cit., p. 4658., 6928., 761. 
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qwaiv. The Son being an oflFspring of the Father’s own substance, 
the Father does not “deliberate” about Him, since it would 
mean “deliberation” about His own being: rov de Idiov A6yov 
avTov qwaei yeww/ievov ov TtQofiovkeverai, God is the Father of His 
Son “by nature and not by will” — ov povkrjaei cdXa (pvaei rov 
tdiov exei A6yov. Whatever was “created”, was indeed created by 
the good will and deliberation of God. But the Son is not a deed 
of will, like creatures, but by nature is an oflFspring of God’s own 
substance: ov iaxi drjfjttovQyrjpia imysyovcoQ, xa&dtJteQ 

xtIok;, dXXd (pvaei ovalag Idiov yiwri/ia. It is an insane and 
extravagant idea to put “will” and “counsel” between the 
Father and the Son (III 60, 61, 62). 

Let us summarize. The theological writings of St. Athan6tsius 
were mainly occasional tracts, tracts for the time. He was always 
discussing certain particular points, the burning issues of the 
current debate. He was interpreting controversial texts of the 
Scripture, pondering and checking phraseology, answering 
charges, meeting objections. He never had time or opportunity 
for a dispassionate and systematic exposition. Moreover, the time 
for systems had probably not yet come. But there was a 
perfect consistency and coherence in his theological views. His 
theological vision was sharp and well focused. His grasp of 
problems was unusually sure and firm. In the turmoil of a heated 
debate he was able to discern clearly the real crux of the conflict. 
From tradition St. Athanasius inherited the catholic faith in the 
Divinity of the Logos. This faith was the true pivot of his theolo¬ 
gical thought. It was not enough to correct exegesis, to improve 
terminology, to remove misunderstandings. What needed cor¬ 
rection, in the age of St. Athanasius, was the total theological 
perspective. It was imperative to establish “Theology”, that is — 
the doctrine of God, on its proper ground. The mystery of God, 
“Three in One”, had to be apprehended in itself. This was the 
main preoccupation of St. Athanasius in his great “Discourses”. 
Pfere Louis Bouyer, in his admirable book on St. Athanasius, has 
rightly stated that, in the “Discourses”, St. Athanasius forces 
the reader “to contemplate the Divine life in God Himself, before 
it is communicated to us”. This was, according to Pfere Bouyer, 
the main emphasis in the book. In this perspective one can see the 
radical difference between the Divine and the creaturely. One 
sees the absoluteness of the Divine transcendence: God does nofc 


Digitized by 


Google 



54 


G. Florovsky 


need His creatures. His own Being is perfect and complete in 
itself. And it is this inner Being of God that is disclosed in the 
mystery of the Trinity^. But the actual mystery is double. There 
is, indeed, the mystery of the Divine Being. But there is another 
concomitant mystery, the mystery of Creation, the mystery of 
the Divine olxovofila. No real advance can be achieved in the 
realm of “Theology” until the realm of “Oikonomia” had been 
properly ordered. This, surely, was the reason why St. Athana¬ 
sius addressed himself to the problem of Creation even in his 
early treatises, which constituted, in a sense, his theological con¬ 
fession. On the one hand, the meaning of the redemptive Incar¬ 
nation could be properly clarified only in the perspective of the 
original creative design of God. On the other, in order to demon¬ 
strate the absolute sovereignty of God it was necessary to show 
the ultimate contingency of the created Cosmos, fully dependent 
upon the Will of God. In the perspective of the Arian controversy 
two tasks were closely related to each other: to demonstrate the 
mystery of the Divine Generation as an integral feature of the 
Divine Being itself, and to emphasize the contingency of the 
creaturely Cosmos, which contingency can also be seen in the order 
of existence. It was precisely in the light of this basic distinction — 
between “Being” and “Will” — that the ultimate incommensura¬ 
bility of the two modes of existence could be clearly exhibited. The 
inner life of God is in no way conditioned by His revelatory self¬ 
disclosure in the world, including the deaign of Creation itsetf. The 
world is, as it were, a paradoxical “surplus” in the order of 
existence. The world is “outside” God; or rather it is precisely 
this “outside” itself. But it does exist, in its own mode and 
dimension. It arises and stands only by the will of God. It has a 
beginning precisely because it is contingent, and moves toward 
an end for which it has been designed by God. The Will of God 
is manifested in the temporal process of the Divine OlxovojLiia, 
But God’s own Being is immutable and eternal. The two modes 
of existence, the Divine and the creaturely, can be respectively 

^ Louis Bouyer, op. cit., p.47B.: “Le premier 616ment nouveau du Contra 
Arianos — et il est considerable — c’est qu’il nous fait contempler la vie divine 
en Dieu lui-mdme avant qu*il nous la communique. Cette contemplation est 
rinspiration de tout cet ouvrage, car elle inclut les raisons profondes de la 
distinction radicals entre Dieu et le cree qui mine par la base les theses arien- 
nes. La transcendance divine est vraiment absolue parce que Dieu n’a aucun 
besoin de ses creatures: il possede la vie en lui-meme, et cette vie consists dans 
les relations qu’il entretient avec son Verbe.” 
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described 849 “necessary” and “contingent”, or “absolute” and 
“conditional”, or else, in the apt phraseology of a distinguished 
German theologian of the last century, F. A. Staudenmeier, as 
das NicM-nicht-aeyn-konnende and das Nicht-seyn-konnende, This 
corresponds exactly to the distinction between the Divine Being 
and the Divine WilD. This distinction wa49 made and con¬ 
sistently elaborated, probably for the first time in the history of 
Christian thought, in the heat of the Arian debate by St. Atha¬ 
nasius of Alexandria. It wa49 a step beyond Origen. St. Atha¬ 
nasius waa not only an expert controversialist, but a great 
theologian in his own right. 


Ill 

The Athanasian distinction between “Generation” and “Crea¬ 
tion”, with all its implications, was already commonly accepted 
in the Church in his own time. A bit later, St. Cyril of Alexan¬ 
dria simply repeated his great predecessor. Indeed, his Thesaurus 
de sancta et consvbstantiali Trinitate depended heavily upon 
the Athanasian “Discourses”*. Only instead of “will” and 
“deliberation”, St. Cyril spoke of Divine “energy”: to fiev noielv 
ivegyelag iaxly qrvaeuiQ dk to yewdv (pvaig di xal higyeui ravxdv 
(Thesaurus, ass. 18, PG 76, 313; cf. ass. 15, PG 76, 276: to 
yiwti/ia . . . ix rrjg oiala^ rov yewd)VTog TiQdeiai (pvaixcbg — (to xrl- 
Ofia) . . . iariv d)Q dXXdxQiov; also ass. 32, PG 76, 664—665). 

And finally, St. John of Damascus, in his great Exposition of 
the Orthodox Faith, repeated St. Cyril. “For we hold that it is 
from Him, that is, from the Father’s nature, that the Son is 
generated. And unless we grant that the Son co-existed from the 
beginning with the Father, by Whom He was begotten, we intro¬ 
duce change into the Father’s subsistence, because, not being the 
Father, He subsequently became the Father. For the creation, 
even though it originated later, is nevertheless not derived from 
the essence of God, but is brought into existence out of nothing 
by His will and power, and change does not touch God’s nature. 
For generation means that the begetter produces out of his 

^ See F. A. Staudenmeier, Die Christliche Dogmatik, Bd. Ill, Freiburg i/Br. 
1848. 

• Cf. Jacques Li^baert, La doctrine christologique de Saint Cyrille d*Alex- 
andrie avant la querelle nestorienne, Lille 1951, p. 19—43; Noel Charlier, Le 
Thesaurus de Trinitate de Saint Cyrille d*Alexandria, in the Revue d*Histoire 
Eccl^siastique 45, 1950, 25—81. 
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essence offspring similar in essence. But creation and making mean 
that the creator and maker produces from that which is external 
and not of his own essence, a creation which is of an absolutely 
dissimilar natiu^.** The Divine Generation is an effect of nature, 
rfjg (pvaixfjg yovifjioTrjTog. Creation is, on the contrary, an act of 
decision and will — ^eXijaecog igyov (De fide orth, I 8, PG 94, 
812—813). This antithesis: yovijLtdrrjg and 'diXtioig or PovXrjaig is 
one of the main distinctive marks of the Eastern theology^. It 
was systematically elaborated once more in the late Byzantine 
theology, especiaUy in the theology of St. Gregory Palamas 
(1296—1359). St. Gregory contended that, unless a clear distinc¬ 
tion had been made between the “essence” and “energy” in God, 
one could not distinguish also between “generation” and “crea¬ 
tion”*. And once again this was emphasized, somewhat later, 
by St. Mark of Ephesus*. It was a true Athanasian motive, and 
his arguments again came to the fore. 

Now, the question arises: Is the distinction between “Being” 
and “Acting” in God, or, in other terms, between the Divine 
“Essence” and “Energy”, a genuine and ontological 
distinction - in re ipsa; or is it merely a mental or logical 
distinction, as it were, xar^ inlvoiav^ which should not be inter¬ 
preted objectively, lest the Simplicity of the Divine Being is com¬ 
promised*. There cannot be the slightest doubt that for St. Atha- 

^ Cf. Th. de Regnon, Etudes de Th^ologie Positive sur la Sainte Trinity, 
Troisi^me S^rie: Theories Grecques des Processions Divines, Paris 1898, 
p. 263ss. “Cette f4condit6 de Dieu, cette procession par voie d’activit6 sub- 
stantielle, telle est Tid^e maitresse de la th6orie grecque au sujet du Fils” (269). 

* See, for instance, St. Gregory Palamas, Capita physica, theologica etc., 
96, PG 150, 1181: el . . . fATjdev diaq^igei rfjg ^elag ovalag i} ^ela ivigyeia, xal 
xd noieXv, 5 xrjg hegyeiag iaxl, xar* o^h dioiaei rov yewav xcd ixjiogeveiv, & xrjg 
o6a(ag iaxiv .. . xal xd non^fiara xar* o^hdiolaei xov yewi/jfiaxog xai xov TtgopXrj- 
fiOTog, Cf. my article, St. Gregory Palamas and the Tradition of the Fathers, 
The Greek Orthodox Theological Review 2, 1960, 128—130. Cf. also Jean 
Meyendorff, Introduction k T^tude de Gr^goire Palamas, Paris (1959), espe¬ 
cially p. 279 ss. 

’ See S. Marci Eugenici Ephesini Capita syllogistica, in W. Gall, Die 
Mystik des Nikolaus Cabasilas, Greifswald 1849, Appendix II, p. 217: ixt 
el xa&rdv ovala xai hioyeiay xavxrj xe xai Tidvxcog dfia x(p elvcu xal ivegyeiv xdv 
Gedv dvdyxri' awatdiog dga xw Be(p ij xxiaig didlov iveQyovvxa xaxd xodg ""EXXt}- 
vag. 

^ The latter point of view has been recently ably elaborated by Professor 
Endre v. Iv&nka, Palamismus and Vatertradition, in L'Eglise et les Eglises, 
Etudes et Travaux ofiferts a Dom Lambert Beaudouin, vol. II, Chevetogne 
1955, p. 29—46. Ivinka's arguments are not convincing; he seems to miss the 
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nasius it was a real and ontological difference. Otherwise his main 
argument against the Arians would have been invalidated and 
destroyed. Indeed, the mystery remains. The very Being of God is 
“incomprehensible” for the human intellect: this was the common 
conviction of the Greek Fathers in the Fourth century — the 
Cappadocians, St. John Chrysostom, and others. And yet there 
is always ample room for understanding. Not only do we distin¬ 
guish between “Being” and “Will”; but it is not the same thing, 
even for God, “to be” and “to act”. This was the deepest con¬ 
viction of St. Athanasius. 

crucial point. But it has been the common attitude of Western theology, 
especially in the Roman Ohnrch. 


5 Studla PatrUtlca VI 
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The Neutrum Oenus of the Pseudo-Cyprianic 
Literature 

Josephine Massingberd Ford, London 


I oflFer a communication, which would certainly not be stamped 
imprimatur by the Victorians, but which I hope will be accep¬ 
table to those terminating the Darwinian Centenary. It is the 
explanation of the curious phrases in De Bono Pudicitiae c. 7, 
line 26 (CSEL 3,3) and De Singularitate Clericorum c. 40, line 26, 
respectively, which refer to sacra virginitas as nevirum genus 
and nevier sexus, Tertullian appears to anticipate this concept in 
speaking of eunuchs as tertium genus (Ad Nationes 1, 20,4). Are 
these phrases a contradiction in terms or may some argument be 
based on them ? 

If one seek the idea elsewhere, it will only be found in reference 
to the deity. For, in their ridichle of the pagan anthropomorphic 
gods, the Fathers strongly stress that our God is neither male or 
female, in fact, nevirum genus or ne'tder sexus (cf. Lact., De Ira 
16,9; Amob. 3,8). The one text, therefore, appears to describe 
a peculiar state attainable by certain human beings on this 
earth; the other refers to an inherent quality in the nature of the 
Godhead. Yet these two conditions would seem to be not wholly 
divorced. 

Examination of the Pseudo-Cjrprianic texts shows that neu- 
hum genus is among other epithets attributing to the virginal 
state some superhuman qualities which also belong to the deity: 
the important of these are: perseverans infantia; vita angelica, 
wherein there is funus humanae substantiae and, more notably, 
complete indifference to propagation of the species (De Bono Pud. 
c. 7, and De Sing. Cler. c. 39). In fact, as Pseudo-Cyprian states 
and earlier Cyprian and later Ambrose clearly confirm, sacra 
virginitas is a practice (meditatio) for, or realised anticipation of, 
the Resurrected State (Cyprian, De Habitu 22 and Ambrose, De 
Virginitate c. 6, cf. also Tert., De CuUuFem. 1, 2, line 43). Hence 
the idealised sociology of Galatians 3, 28 and Colossians 3,11 may 
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actually be realised in the virgins, ovx hi ^lovdalog ovde "'EXkrjv, 
ovx hi dovXog ovde iXev&egoQf ovx hi Agaev xal §fjXv ndvreg yog 
vfjLelg elg iare h Xgioxib ^Irjaov, 

This is the precise point of an earlier chapter, c. 14, in De Sin- 
gularitate Clericorum, where the author speaks of the total in- 
difiFerence to the distinction of gender during divine worship 
and quotes a combination of Gal. 3,28 and Col. 3,11. The tempo¬ 
rary condition of the average Christian during divine worship 
is permanent for the virgins, as regards recognition of gender they 
are neuter, sictU angeli, sictU parvuli. For c. 40 of the same treatise 
describes virginity as subduing the flesh to such a degree that 
. . . tarn mascvlvs quam femina videatur in conversatione mentiri, 
dum iUo8 operatione utrinsque sexua abscidit: aut neutrum faciens 
de duolnis tertiam formam conferre gloriatur ambobua, ut ante 
resurrectionem resurrectionis imcvginem ad instar angelonim medi^ 
tari noscatur and Luke 20, 36—36 is quoted in support : . . , oi de 
xaxou^ioydhxeg rov alcbvog ixelvov rvxslv xal rrjg dvaardaecog rfjg ix 
vexgcbv oHre yapovaiv oike yapl^ovrar ovde yog anadaveiv hi dvvav- 
raif ladyyekoi ydg elaiv, xal viol elaiv 'deov Tfjg dvaardaecog viol 
dvreg. 

Yet how is this neuter character attained and why is it part¬ 
icularly associated with virgins? The second part of Gal. 3,28 
and Col. 3,11 may supply the mode, that is, an intimate, integral 
unity in Christ (cf. Hilary, Tract. Myst, 6,6), which is the result 
of our adoption as sons of God (Gal. 3,26) through baptism and 
by which we hold fast to that promise expressed in 2 Pet. 1,4 
and much beloved by the Latin Fathers (Ambrose, De Incam. 
6,28f.; Ep. 29,3; Exp. Ev. Luc. 10,16 and Tertullian, Adv. 
Marc. 2,27,4; Adv. Hermog. 42), namely, that we may become 
partakers of divine nature (q^aig, substantia) y if we do but escape 
the corruption of the world, which is in lust, . . . yivqade •delag 
xoivcjvol (pvaeog, djtotpvydvxeg rfjg h rqj xdapq) iv imdvplq (pdogdg. 

Ambrose is not alone in affirming our potential or ideal inclu¬ 
sion in the genus and cognatio of God {Exp. Ev. Luc. 6,104; Ep. 
43,10 [on Acts 17,28]; Exameron 3,6,31); everything was made 
according to its genus but man according to the genus of God. 
In this context genus is used in a wider sense, that of “family,” 
“breed,” or “stock”. Into this genus all baptised Christians may 
enter. But the neutmm genus, in a more specialised sense, is only 
fully enjoyed by those who have attained the plenitude or real 
nature {veritas) of baptismal grace and the image of the resur- 

h* 
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rection (Cyprian, De Habitu 23,14; Ambrose, De Inst, Virg. 3,16). 
. . . This occurs either after physical death or when one antici¬ 
pates the state which exists after death. In this state there is no 
need to propagate the species because one is subject to cor¬ 
ruptibility no longer. Mortal men try to attain a certain type 
of immortality on earth by generating children so that their 
race and name may not die. The virgins are indifferent to this 
type of immortality and, consequently, to physical marriage, 
birth and death, because they are so vividly aware of the divine 
life which is in them and which they believe brings them immor¬ 
tality (cf Lact., Instil. 1, 8, 17; Epit. 6; Ambrose, Exp. Ev. Live. 
10, 127; Novatian, De Trin. 16; Avt Phoenix, lines 163f.). 

Yet, paradoxically, their incorruptibility is gained by a certain 
spiritual death, birth and marriage. The marriage concept is not 
lacking in c. 40 of De Sing. Cler., for in the lines preceding the 
mention of neutrum genus, the phrases anuli sui nuptiale signa- 
culum and desponsante circumcisione occur. Marriage would 
betoken the fusion of two substantiae, “the two will become one 
flesh” (Gen. 2,24; Mt. 19,5; 1 Cor. 6,16; Eph. 6,31 cf. also Tert., 
De Memogam. c. 9). But where the nuptial union is on a different 
dimension and the earthly, or, as Philo would say, womanly 
element, is perfectly and permanently at one with the divine, or 
manly element, the gender will be neuter and the two will have 
become one resurrected flesh in Christ (cf. De Bono Pud. c. 6, line 
26 p. 16 to line 4 p. 17, especially lines 3 and 4). Ambrose says 
of the model of all virgins (male or female), she has no sex, . . .et 
anima, quae non habet sexum, ut Maria, . . . (Exp. Ev. Luc. 2,28). 
The C 3 rprianic teaching of the Ideal Church as the Spouse of 
Christ did not allow the Fathers to deny that same relationship 
to certain individuals, still partakers of the empirical Church 
(De Virginit. 12,68; De Virginibus 1, 6,31). The virgins, who, 
since they consent to enter on a nuptial union with God, or to 
be completely at one with God — for the concept of marriage 
epitomises the atonement — must necessarily be accounted of 
His gemis and substantia. This is the keynote to their title found 
elsewhere, Sponsae Christi. Yet, lest anyone should accuse the 
Fathers of making Christ polygamous, let us hasten to say that 
if the virgins, by anticipation, have entered into the neutrum 
genus of the Trinity, then, for them, the perennial Grecian pro¬ 
blem of the “one and the many” is solved. For, according to 
Patristic thought, it would appear that, in the life or economy 
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of the Church, as in the life or economy of the Trinity, that eter¬ 
nity of changelessness, plurality is without division and unity is 
also plurality (Tert., Adv. Prax, c. 2 and 3; Cyprian, De Unit, 
c. 5). The unravelling of this enigma might be meet for further 
communication, of which the possible lines of research might 
begin with a comparison between Tertullian’s Adversus Praxean 
and Cyprian’s De UnitcUe, with special reference to Cyprian’s 
statement that the Unity of the Church is formed after celestial 
mysteries (c. 6) and proceed to a consideration of Ambrose’s inter¬ 
pretation of John 17,21. 


:c. 
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L’homme divinisateur cosmique dans la pens^e 
de saint 6r4goire de Nysse 
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Sous I’influence de Platon et de Plotin, la philosophie reli- 
gieuse de Gregoire de Nysse est fondee sur I’opposition du monde 
intelligible (xdajuog vorjrog) et du monde sensible {xoafiog ala^- 
rdgy. La veritable traduction serait: monde de Tesprit et monde 
des ph4nomenes. «La pens4e distingue deux mondes dans la 
r4alite, que la speculation divise en intelligible et sensible . . . Un 
grand intervalle les s^pare ... La nature intelligible, en efFet, est 
incorporelle, impalpable, sans forme; la nature sensible, comme 
son nom Tindique, tombe sous la perception des sens*.)> Le cosmos 
tout entier s’^chelonne de la matiere inanimee k TEsprit pur en 
des niveaux de plus en plus penetr^s de spiritualite: matiere, 
monde v6g6tal, monde animal; homme, ange, Dieu. En mdme 
temps qu’il est partout, et jusqu’^ coincider avec la conscience 
angelique ou humaine, Dieu occupe le sommet de la pyramide 
cosmique. II meut les anges, les hommes, les animaux, la matiere 
brute, tous les etres enfin, mais chacun suivant sa nature: Tange 
et Thomme ayant cr66s libres, ils sont mus librement^: Dieu 
les appelle k une authenticite toujours plus totale. Immanence 
et transcendance. Gregoire insiste tres fortement sur la transcen- 
dance divine, au point de partager la r6alite autrement qu’en 
sensible et en intelligible: d’un cote il pose Dieu incr^e et cr^ateur, 
de Tautre la creation. Celle-ci, qu’elle soit sensible ou intelligible, 

^ C. Eim. 1; PG 45, 333 BC. — Beaucoup de textes cit^s dans cette 
4tude sont empruntes k des traductions (6dit. «Textes et Documents 
pour r^tude historique du chri8tianisme», «Sources chr6tiennes», «Les 
Belles Lettres», etc.) sans que nous ayons cm devoir indiquer chaque 
fois le nom de Tauteur; nous nous sommes permis cependant quelques 
retouches et corrections. 

* Or. cat. 6, 2; PG 45, 25 B. — De infantibus qui praemature abripiuntur, 
PG46, 172D-173A. 

* J. Galth, La conception de la liberty chez Gregoire de Nysse, Paris 
1953. 
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matiere brute ou ang^lique, est k une 6gale distance de Dieu, 
c’est-i-dire it une distance infinie^. 


Cosmos intelligible 


Pour Gregoire de Nysse, it I’encontre de Platon, le monde in¬ 
telligible est un monde de personnes. II comprend Dieu, les 
anges et les &mes, c’est-i-dire les hommes, puisque Gregoire ne 
con 9 oit jamais I’&me qu’unie au corps*. On peut done dire in- 
difFeremment que Thomme ou que Tame humaine fait partie du 
monde intelligible. 

Par rapport it Dieu, Tange et Thomme occupent le mSme 
niveau. Gregoire de Nysse parle de la nature commune k Tange 
et it Thomme, appelant celui-ci: 4i6gal aux anges», 

II y a toutefois entre la nature angelique et la nature humaine 
une diff(^rence de spirituality. La premiere semble Stre, au moins 
rela?ivement, ind^pendante d’un corps matyriel^, tandis que la 
seconde est k la fois corps et &me*. Ce qui veut dire que, dans un 
monde oh, suivant une conception trhs grecque, il y a, it tons les 
degr^s d’etre®, du divin qui occupe les difF^rents niveaux onto- 


1 Or. cat. 27,4-6; PG 46, 72B-D. 

* Rejetant la pr^existence des ftmes, Gr6goire, k la difference d*Origene, 
enseigne qa’4 Torigine Thomme a ete compose d’une kme et d*un corps. G^est 
ainsi que Dieu, en creant Thomme, realise en celui-ci, nous le verrons, la syn- 
these du monde intelligible et du monde sensible. Gregoire definit Thomme 
comme compose d’nne 4me et d’un corps (ix yfvxfjg voegag, xai athfioiog awearr}- 
xfog), unis substantiellement Tun 4 Tautre (Adv. Apoll. 2; PG 45,1128 B). 
«L’&me, en effet, ne se separe pas du corps ... En chaque action, les deux 
s’unissentf (In Pascha, or. 3; PG 46, 677 B C). Ala differenced’Origeneegale- 
ment, Gregoire, de meme qu’il rejette la preexistence des 4mes, - pour la rndme 
raison rejette Tapocatastase en tant que retour k Tetat d’esprit pur, afin de 
sauvegarder Tunite ontologique de Thomme. Mais par apocatastase, il entend la 
restauration universelle de tous les dtres dans leur etat primitif, y compris les 
demons, apr^s la resurrection. Ces vues n’ont pas ete admises par T^glise. 

» In Cant., horn. 1; PG 44, 777 A. 

^ £cho de yieilles incertitudes doctrinales. — Les Hebreux n’avaient pas 
une conception tr^s spirituelle de la nature angelique. Ils semblent avoir 
attribue aux anges des corps subtils intermediaires entre la matiere grossiere et 
Tesprit. Ne lit-on pas dej4 dans la Bible que des anges avaient re 9 U Thospitalite 
et accepte k manger (Gen. 18, 8)? On pouvait penser que le demon Asmodee 
aimait Sara et etait jaloux de ses maris (Tobie 3, 8; 6, 14). Aurait-on dans ces 
faits Torigine du «Diable amoureuxt de Cazotte, oil le Bedzebuth se fait 
femme? * De Or. dom. 4; PG 44, 1165BC. 

• Or. cat. 32, 6; PG46, 80 D: «le propre de laDivinite, e’est de se repandre 
k travers tout et de s’etendre dans toutes ses parties k la nature des Stresi: 
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logiques, allant d’une immanence presque entiere it une transcen- 
dance pure, Tange et Thomme occupent ime place privil6gi6e. 
La nature ang^lique appartient avant tout au plan de Tesprit, la 
nature humaine k deux plans it la fois, celui de Tesprit et celui de 
la mati^re, celui du monde sensible et celui du monde intelli¬ 
gible^. Seulement, 4iLe corps seul est k Timage du monde comme 
T&me seule est it Timage de Diem^. C’est cette appartenance 
simultan^e aux deux cosmos, celui de la mati^re et celui de 
Tesprit, qui permet it Thomme de faire participer au divin qui est 
en lui la matiere de son corps*, et par Tinterm^diaire de cette 
premiere “divinisation”, d’arracher au diable, appel4 prince de ce 
monde par le Christ^, le cosmos sensible* pour le restituer it Dieu 

Idtdv ioTt xfjQ ^ednjTOQ rd Sid Jtdyttop fjxeiv xal rfj tp6aei Svtqjv xaxd nav fidgog 
avfmoQBKtelvEO^w,, 

^ Compost d’une &me et d’un corps, rhomme jouit 6galement du monde 
intelligible et du monde sensible. Dieu, «en le errant, jette un double fond^ent 
par le melange du divin au terrestre. Ainsi, par cette double parents et ^xi- 
mit6 (Si*dfKpoxdQcav avyyepwg re xoi olxeltog), Thomme jouit naturellement de 
Dieu gr&ce k sa divine nature (dtd rfjg ^eundgag tpvaewg), et des biens terrestres 
gr&ce k la sensation qui est de mdme espdee que ces biens» (De horn. op. 2; 
PG 44, 133 B). (Sur les emplois de avyyet^g et de ses d4riv4s, voir R. Leys, 
L*image de Dieu chez saint Gr^goire de Nysse, Bruzelles-Paris 1951, p. 48). 
Tout ce ohapitre du Traits de la creation de Thomme est consacr5 k la descrip¬ 
tion des richesses et des beaut4s de la nature «oh Dieu introduit Thomme pour 
lui confier la jouissance de ce qui s'offre k lui» (ibid.). Voir Or. cat. 6, 3-4; 
PG46, 26C-28A. 

* R. Leys, op. cit., p. 67, qui ajoute: «Cette separation tranch^e concorde 

avec la diohotomie platonicienne habituelle chez (Gr^goire), entre sensible et 
intelligible». Cependant saint Jean de la Croix, Cantique spirituel, strophe 

(ed. Philippe Chevallier, Abbaye Saint Pierre de l^lesmes 1951, p. 39—42; 
et trad. fran 9 ai 8 e, Paris 1930, p. 54—58), remarquera dans la nature «une 
splendide beaute naturelle, derivee et communiqu^e de Tinfinie beaute sur- 
naturelle du Visage mdme de Dieu, dont le regard revSt de beaute et de joie le 
monde et tons les cieux». 

* Que Thomme ocoupe une place k part dans le cosmos total, la Bible le 
sugg^re dans le plus recent r6cit de Torigine des choses (Gen. 1,1—2, 4). On y 
trouve en effet trois fois le verbe pour designer le «faire» divin. Au d6but 

d’abord: «Dans un commencement, Dieu fit, le ciel et la terret (1,1). 

Le mot est employ^ une deuxi^me fois pour designer la creation des animaux: 
fDieu fit, les monstres marins» (1, 21). Enfin une troisi^me fois pour 

Thomme: «Dieu fit, Thomme k son imagei (1, 27). 

* Or. cat. 6, 5; PG 45, 28B: d neglyeiov oixovofiUjv 

* D. Dubarle, La Th^logie du cosmos, chap. 8 du t. 2 de Touvrage coUectif 
Initiation th^ologique, Paris 1952, a tr^ bien marqu6, sp^cialement p. 320 
et321, le «d6sordre» et fTaspect sombre des choses*, la fdysharmonie* et «Tim- 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



L'homme divinisateur cosmique 


65 


et le faire ainsi entrer tout entier en participation k de nouveaux 
biens, divins, puisque tout bien est divin^. Bien que Grdgoire ait 


perfection cosmiquet, qui seraient la suite du p4ch4 ang^lique. (Qn remar- 
quera la prudence des treize premieres lignes de la p. 329). Son Mre, A. M. 
Dubarle, Le g^missement des creatures dans Tordre divin du cosmos (Rom. 8, 
19—22), dans Revue des sciences philosophiques et th6ologiques, 38, 1954, 
particnli5rement pour notre propos p. 446—449, a donn4 le point de vue 
tr^s precis de Tex^g^te: «Les faits d’exp4rience suffisent k convaincre que 
rhomme est d^chu. Mais le monde materiel en lui-m5me est seulement 
sujet k la frustration, absurde, incomplet, et ceci en vertu d’une volont6 de 
Dieu, non d*un p4ch4 de Thomme ou du diablet (p. 448). Et en conclusion: 
«Si le p4ch4, provoqu4 par la tentation diabolique, a chez Thomme alt4r4 ce 
qui fut au commencement, rien n’4tablit avec certitude qu’il ait trouble 
pareillement Tordre du monde materiel et divers indices invitent plutdt k 
penser le contraire. Le fait m5me que le p4ch6 de Thomme nous apparaisse 
pr^figur^ par les luttes, I’^golsme, les d^sordres des autres vivants n’est pas la 
preuve certaine d*une d4ch6ance qu’ils auraient subie, mais peut aussi bien 
5tre Tindice de la vocation sup^rieure de Thomme ... A peine exprim4e, cette 
conclusion doit recevoir un coefficient d*incertitude ... Ainsi la r^ponse de¬ 
cisive k la question pos^e... est-elle peut-dtre impossible* (p. 464). La position 
de Gregoire est un peu la synthase des positions oppos^es de D. et d’A. M. 
Dubarle, ou plutdt il les admet toutes les deux. Du odtd de D. Dubarle, Grd- 
goire, en Or. oat. 6, 5; PG 45, 28AB, affirme que les anges ont re^u mission de 
gouvemer Tunivers. Idde juive; mais «n’y aurait-il pas, en outre, ioi, un 
souvenir du Timee?» interroge L. Mdridier, dans Gregoire de Nysse, Discours 
caidchetique, Paris 1908, p. LXV. II se trouve que Tange prepose au gouveme- 
ment de la terre (voir note precedente) est devenu le diable. Du o6te d’A. M. 
Dubarle, en gros, Taffirmation reiter^ des defauts de la creature. Mais ofi 
A. M. Dubarle se contente de constater, Gregoire de Nysse, constatant aussi, 
essaye d’expliquer par la metaphysique: «La nature increee n’admet pas le 
mouvement dans le sens d’un changement, d’une transformation, d*une alte¬ 
ration, et tout ce qui existe au contraire par Tefifet de la creation a une ten¬ 
dance naturelle au changement...» (Or. cat. 6, 7; PG 45, 28GD). Ce texte se 
retrouve presque litteralement en De horn. op. 16; PG 44,184D, trois lignes 
avant la fin. Cl. C. £un. 2; PG 45, 469 C; In Psalm. 4; PG 44, 500A B. 

^ Gregoire ne nous precise pas quels biens sont accordes au cosmos sen¬ 
sible. U affirme que ftout pourra participer au Bient, «que rien de ce qui 
existe ne sera exclu de la nature superieure*, que men dans la creation ne sera 
rejete ni prive de la participation aux privileges divinst, que «la gr&ce s’etendra 
egalement k toute la creation!, que «la nature sensible participera aux 
attribute divinst (voir le texte infra, p. 75 et 76). On ne peut dtre k la fois plus 
clair et plus vague. Comment expliquer cette insuffisance? Gregoire probable- 
ment n’avait pas grand’chose de precis k dire sur ce sujet. Dom Jean Juglar, 
en un tree beau livre: tCanticum novumt. Taction de gr&ces des Fils de Dieu, 
Paris 1950, partant de notre solidarite materielle, biologique et morale avec 
Tunivers, voit toute la creation consacree par le Verbe devenu Tun de nous, 
n souligne (p. 185, n. 3) que c’est 14 un theme courant chez les scolastiques: 
Cajetan, Nicolas de Lyre, Gonet, etc. Cf. £. Mersch, Le corps mystique du 
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dit que «la lumi^re s’est abaissee jusqu’ji la nature humame»^, la 
Divinity ne descend pats v4ritablement dans les choses, mais plutot 
les embrasse en elle pour les recevoir k nouveau, pour rendre it la 
creation rimmortalite dans la gloire de TEsprit, et pour associer le 
monde materiel, sanctifi4 en son amour, k la gloire de son Regne*. 

Esprit pur et matiire 

En ce qui concerne le monde sensible, la doctrine judeo-chre- 
tienne de la creation avait, certes, affirme ranteriorite®, I’inde- 

Christ, BnixelleS'Paris 1951, t. 2, p. 246 et suiv. Consid^rant le r61e tr^ special 
du Verbe, Fils de Dieu, dans la oration initials et continu^e, il prononoe les 
mots de «monde filialt, reprenant nne expression d^Athanase sur «le Fils qui 
ennoblit dans TEsprit toute la creation et qui, en la d^ifiant et en la 
rendant fills, la m^ne an P^ret, ^eonoubv di 9ud vUmouuv Tigoadyei T<p 
natql (Ad Serap. 1, 25; PG 26, 580 B). «L*idde de la sanctification de 
tout Tunivers par Plncamation du Verbe est chez (Athanase) constamment 
rappelde», dit encore Dom Juglar (ibid., p. 186, note). Cf.fi. Mersch, op. cit., 
t. 1, p. 370, n. 1. — Mais en quoi consists cette sanctification, quels en sont 
les efiets sur Tunivers materiel, voil4 ce qu'il est bien difficile de savoir. 

P. 102, il nous est parl4, avec le P. de Lubac, de «gen^se», de «croissanoe», 
de fmaturation de runivers», etc. Nous restons sur notre faim comme avec 
saint Grdgoire de Nysse. - Pour J. Mourouz aussi. Sens chrdtien de Thomme, 
Paris 1947, p. 30: «la venue de Dieu dans la chair apporte k toute chose le re^ 
nouvellement et la gudrison, ... fait retrouver k Thomme et auz choses leur 
sens spirituel et leur visage divin*. Ceci est beaucoup moins comprehensible 
pour les choses que pour Fhomme: est-ce k dire que le monde materiel, re* 
ordonne k Dieu, va servir k Fhomme de moyen pour connaitre et aimer Dieu? 
Ceci n^est pas inintelligible et permet de parler d'une ordination du monde 
materiel k Dieu par Fintermediaire de Fhomme, et d’une reordination operee 
par FHomme-Dieu. Alors, la creation cessera d’etre pour nous «ambigue», 
«ployable au peche et k la saintete», flivree sans defense au coeur de Fhomme* 
(p. 30). ~ La nature porte en elle «la le^on dionysiaque et la le^on chretienne*: 
«il appartient k Fhomme d’actualiser Fune ou Fautre, deiivrant ou abfmant 
la creation, en me me temps qu’il s’eieve ou qu’il se mutile soi-meme*. L’homme 
chef et pretre de la creation, doit la ramener k Dieu 4parce qu’elle est blessee* 
(p. 32). Blessee par qui? par le diable ou par Fhomme? ou par les deux? 
Mysterieuse blessure, comme le sont Fattente et Fesperance, la servitude de la 
corruption, les douleurs de Fenfantement que saint Paul attribue k la creation 
(Rom. 8, 10-22). Mysterieuse action de Fattitude morale de Fhomme qui fait 
entrer le monde materiel en participation k de nouveaux biens ... Tout est 
obscur: le mode de Faction humaine, et les nouveaux biens introduits dans le 
monde materiel. La reponse decisive k ces questions est probablement im¬ 
possible. 

1 Vit. Moys., Gewgla 2, 20; PG 45, 332D. 

* De infantibus qui praemature abripiuntur, PG 46, 173BC. 

® Anteriorite ontologique, et non pas, evidemment! anteriorite temporelle, 
car dans Faction divine creatrice, il n’est pas necessaire que la cause soit 
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pendance et la puissance de I’Esprit. Mais il restait k expliquer 
metaphysiquement comment TEsprit pur peut produire la 
matifere. Gregoire est ici trfes original par rapport k la pensee 
grecque, pour qui le monde materiel et TEsprit sont coeternels et 
independants, et pour qui le cosmos intelligible seul est une 
emanation fatale de I’Esprit. Nous sommes ici k I’un des points 
singuliers oh se confrontent pensee grecque et tradition judeo* 
chretienne. 

Gregoire s’est oppose k la fois au dualisme inherent k la pensee 
grecque et au manicheisme proprement dit, si repandu dans 
I’Asie Mineure k la fin du IV*“® sifecle. Que Ton choisisse I’hypo- 
these: Dieu materiel, ou I’hypothfese: Matifere eternelle, on est 
necessairement conduit k la negation de I’Esprit lui-m^me^. 
II n’y a done de solution que dans la reduction de la matifere k 
des qualites spirituelles*, perceptibles, k I’exclusion des sens, au 
seul intellect®: «Si comprendre chacune de ces proprietes est un 
acte d’intelligence et si la Divinite est aussi par nature une sub- 


temporellement ant^rieure k son effet, ce que Ton pourrait illustrer analogique- 
ment par les actuelles notions de dependence et d'inconditionne, de relation de 
variable k fonction (relations intemporelles logiques). 

II n’en va pas de mdme pour un evenement comme le peche. L^id^e que se 
fait Gregoire de Nysse de Tapparition du temps soul^ve de grosses difficultes. 
Le temps aurait ete cr^e par et pour le p^che afin de servir de mesure k Teffort 
moral qui se dirige vers la plenitude. fC'est dans la succession que Thomme 
trouve sa route vers son accomplissement», d<5q> rm nod dxoAov&tf;^ini x6 
xiXeiov (De horn. op. 30; PG 44, 256 A). L*id6e d’un 4v4nement autre que 
Taction cr^atrice implique d4j& celle d*un avant et d*un apr^s ... 

' Voir De horn. op. 23; PG 44, 209 D et suiv., et particuli^rement: «Si Ton 
croit que la mati^re tire de Dieu son origine, il faut admettre que d’une fa 9 on 
inexplicable elle est en Dieu, d'oh elle viendrait ainsi k Texistence. Mais si elle 
est en Dieu, comment celui qui la contient est-il immat^riel? ... Aussi, on doit 
conclure: ou Dieu est necessairement materiel puisque la matiere tire de lui son 
origine, ou, si Ton veut eviter cette consequence, il faut supposer qu’il prend 
hors de lui la matiere dont il a besoin pour constituer Tunivers {ngog xijp 
xaraaxet^v rov navrdg). Done, si la matiere etait hors de Dieu, il 
faudrait absolument admettre un principe autre que Dieu, qui lui soit coeternel 
et n’ait pas d’origine. On en vient k poser la coexistence de deux principes sans 
commencement ni origine* (De horn. op. 23; PG 44, 212 A B). 

Pour Torthodoxie comme pour Israel, il n*y a pas de dualisme. Dieu est le 
maftre absolu de Tunivers dont il est Tunique auteur. Le mal ne vient d*aucun 
principe mauvais, mais seulement du mauvais usage que la creature k Timage 
de Dieu fait de sa liberty. 

* De horn. op. 24; PG 44, 212D-213B. 

* De an. et res., PG 46, 124D: noidn^reg vw xaraXafipavovTcu xai ovx aia- 
dr^aei. 
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stance intelligible, il n’y a rien d’invraisemblable 4 ce que ces 
qualites soient des principes spirituels^ provenant d’une nature 
incorporelle en vue de produire les corps: la nature spirituelle 
donne I’existence 4 des forces spirituelles et la rencontre de celles- 
ci donne naissance 4 la mati4re»^. 

Udcte crMeur 

Bemarquons tout de suite qu’aucune creature, spirituelle ou 
materielle, n’est pour Gregoire une parcelle de la nature divine 
{ix rfjg (pvaecog rov deov)^ ou une Emanation divine, car toute 
Emanation proprement dite d^truirait n^cessairement la Divinite. 
Gregoire pr^sentera done toute la creation comme participant 4 
la Divinity par rinterm^diaire de la volont4 divine (to delov di- 
Xrjfxa, TO Sur ce point, il se d^tache des philosophes 

grecs qui n’avaient jamais pu s’^lever 4 Tid^e de la creation, 
parce qu’ils ignoraient la volont4 comme faculty ind^pendante 
de Tintellect, alors qu’elle est aujourd’hui au premier plan de nos 
preoccupations theologiques, psychologiques et morales^. Des 


^ rag vocQdg tavxag dxpoQfidg, 

* De horn. op. 24; PG 44,213 B. Voir H. von Balthasar, Presence et Pens6e, 
essai sur la doctrine spirituelle de Gregoire de Nysse, Paris 1942, p. 20—21. 

* De an. et res., PG 46,121D. 

* Voir Max PoUenz, Die Stoa, Gdttingen 1948—1949, p. 124—125. Pour le 
Grec, dit-il en resume, pas de volonte sans point d'application; la langue 
grecque n*a mSme pas de mot qui corresponde k notre «yolonte». Une expres¬ 
sion comme «homme volontaire» n*est traduisible en grec que par periphrase. 
Dej4 Homere, quand il depeint un homme qui se dispose k agir, ne parle pas de 
sa volonte, mais a la formule toute faite: «cet homme a con^u une autre pensee: 

enh* dfAA* ivoijae$, une pensee qui lui montre un but. Ce but apparu 4 
rintellect entraine immediatement Tacte. D n'est done pas necessaire qu*il 
existe une faculte independante de I’intellect pour cette disposition de T&me. 

Platon, examinant soigneusement les desirs qui se manifestent en nous, 
divise les capacites psychiques selon les ditferents objectifs sur lesquels elles 
se dirigent; ces capacites ne sont pas gouvemees par une volonte, mais 
par la connaissance que le vovg a du bien. C'est le vovg qui montre k Thomme ce 
qu'il veut en realite et lui indique la direction de ses aspirations. 

Pour Aristote, il est vrai, les modemes historiens de la philosophie parlent 
beaucoup de la volonte: mais, ce faisant, ils ne lui pretent que leur maniere de 
penser. La vertu aristoteiicienne n*est pas une qualite de la volonte, mais une 
attitude de T&me fondee sur une attention, une i^ig ngoaigerixi] qui, differente 
de I’opinion theorique, inclut le desir d’un objet ou d’un objectif. Mais le 
desir naft par un acte intellectuel qui nous fait choisir tune chose avant Tautre*. 
♦Car aprds avoir pris une decision fondee sur notre reflexion, nous desirous 
conformement k la reflexion*. 
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lore, les Grecs dtaient incapables de concevoir en Dieu quelque 
chose qui ressemblat k la volont4^: ils ne pouvaient pas rattacher 
le monde it un ddcret divin comme un efifet it Tacte dont il pre¬ 
cede, et ils dressaient en face de I’fitre le Devenir, en face de 
I’Acte on de la Forme la Matiere, et cela dtemellement, ndees- 
sairement. 

Et d’abord, les etres cre^s, spirituels ou mat^riels, ne sont autre 
chose que Tdlan mdme de la volontd divine transformde en leur 
essence ou substance (ovala), Dans le commentaire des Six Jours, 
«Le ddbut de la Genese, remarque Grdgoire, suggfere que Dieu 
4tablit ensemble (avlkij^dtp^) en un instant (iv dxagel) les virtualites, 
les causes et les principes (rd^ dtpoQfidg xal rag air lag xal rag 
dwdfjLEig) de tous les dtres, et qu’au premier dlan de sa volontd 
Tessence de chacun des ^tres se trouva realisde (xal iv rfj nqwrrj 
rov '&eXijfiarog OQfifj, rj ixdarov rcbv 6vr(ov ova la awidgafiev, ovQavog, 
aldijo, darigeg, nvg, drjg, '&dXaaaay yfj, C^ov, (pvrd)Tf>^. Decettepro¬ 
position et de sa r4pdtition sous une forme un peu diflFerente dans 
un paragraphe suivant®: iv rfj filg gonfj rov ^elov '&£}.ijjuarog, il 
results que la volontd divine est le premier et unique dlan 
erdateur^. 

Socrate, dans sa th^se que la vertu est la science du bien et du mal, donne 
Texpression la plus concise et la plus pleine de cette pens^e grecque. Quand 
cette science est en la ferine possession de rhomme, celui-ci, de par sa nature, 
ne pent faire autrement que de chercher 4 r^aliser ce qu’il a reconnu bon pour 
lui. fPersonne n’erre de son propre mouvement*. Une volont4 de rhomme 
comme fonction psychique particuli^re ne trouve done pas sa place, n’6tant 
plus n4‘cessaire, dans la psychologie hell^ne issue de Socrate. 

^ Pour les anciens, Dieu est vie (Aristote, M4taphysique A, chap. 7, 1072 b,. 
13-30: «Dieu vivant 6temel parfait», en 25-30 surtout. Tricot, dans sa trad., 
renvoie k d'ezcellents d^veloppements de cette id^e en saint Thomas, Somme 
th^l., 1 *, q. 18, art. 3) et intelligence pure mais n’est pas volont4. Aristote lui 
denie le faire (TioieJv) et Tagir {Ttgdrreiv), c'est-4-dire les deux modes de Taction. 
Selon lui, il est encore moins volont4 infinie, car pour les Grecs Tinfini est une 
notion negative, Tind^termin4 ou ind^fini {djieiQOVt ddgiarov). 

Pour Gr^goire, Dieu seul est adgiarog (Vit. Moys., Praef. 7; PG 44, 301A B. 
- Quod non sint tres dii, PG 45, 130 CD). Voir R. Leys, op. cit., p. 80. 

* In Hex., PG 44, 72 B. Ces vues paraissent moins originales si, comme 
R. Leys, op. cit., p. 81, on les resume en termes de th4ologie classique: en 
Dieu, «vouloir, sagesse, pouvoir, agir coincident et Veeuvre est Id dh lore 
qu’eUe est vouluet, awrjfifidvwg xal dduundrcog awavadeixwrai rfj PovXfj xal rd 
igyov (In Hex., PG 44, 69AB. On remarquera Texcellente traduction par 
R. Leys [nos italiques] d’un passage quasi intraduisible). 

* In Hex., ibid., 72 D. 

^ Il est k peine besoin de souligner que Gr6goire m^connait ici la distinction 
entre une volont6 de Dieu ad intra et une volont4 ad extra. 
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Un texte tres important, puisqu’il est tir4 du Discours cati- 
chitique, demiere synthese ex professo de la pensee de Gr^goire, 
precise bien que toute la creation n’est en quelque sorte que la 
volont^ divine transform^e en substance, spirituelle ou mate- 
rielle: «On ne ferait pas entendre un paradoxe en disant que toute 
la creation comprise dans Timivers, et tout ce qui existe en dehors 
du monde visible, s’est constitu^ en vertu de la puissance divine 
(iv rfj dwdfiei rov ^eov), la volont4 mfeme de Dieu s’^tant trans- 
form^e en substance selon son d^sir (avrov rov '&eXrifjiaroQ Ttooq to 
doxovv ovai(o&ivrog)i»^. 

Les dtres dont Tessence est mentionn^e dans ces textes sous 
son aspect le plus m^taphysique peuvent dtre, bien entendu, 
spirituels ou mat4riels, appartenant au cosmos intelligible ou 
au cosmos sensible. II est d’autres textes, plus explicites encore 
s’il en est besoin, qui mentionnent express^ment la matifere (HXt}). 

Lorsque Gr^goire, dans le dialogue sur VAme et la Resurrection, 
demande k sa soeur Macrine de lui expliquer la cr^tion, et parti- 
culierement la relation de la matiere avec Dieu, elle lui repond, 
craignant les investigations sacrileges*: fNotons seulement ceci: 
r^lan de la liberty divine dQjuij rrjg delag ngoaiQiaecog), quand 
(Dieu) le veut, devient chose (Ttgdypa ylvexai), et sa volont^ 
se transforms en substance et devient directement nature {xai 


^ Or. cat. 24, 2; PG 45,640; voir 15, 4; PG 45,48BC: «Celiii qui a organist 
I’univers par un aote de sa volont^, et qui a donn4 Texistence au n^ant par la 
seule impulsion de son d^sir ... 'O yog povXi/ifiari rd nav avorrjadfievog xai 
rd fiij dv ^ooTi^aag iv fidvjj rfj dg/ifl rov deXfifiaxog .. .; ibid., 23, 2; PG 45, 610; 
«Le Ohrist gu^rissait sans effort d*un seul mot et par un simple mouvement de 
sa volont4», iv fidvo) xai oQfifi rov deXfifiarog. — Of. 0. Eun. 2; PG 45,529 A. 

On notera que oe principe spirituel, ou rappelle le premier 

moteur de Platon et d’Aristote. Mais alors que chez ces philosophes, le pre¬ 
mier moteur, immobile et 4temel, «principe sup^rieur au monde, s6par^ de la 
matiere, stranger au changement et au temps, et qui enveloppeles choses, sans 
se reposer sur elles, de son ^temelle action» (F. Ravaisson, Essai sur la mdta- 
physique d’Aristote, Paris 1837, 1.1, p. 548), donne I’impulaion k I’ind^ter- 
mination 6temelle d’une puissance, chez Gr6goire de Nysse il y a creation k 
partir de virtualit4s. Est-ce k dire que, comme tous les syst^mes antiques, il 
partait de ce principe que rien ne vient du non-dtre? Nous posons la question 
(F. Ravaisson, ibid., p. 391). 

* Voir De horn. op. 23; PG44, 2090: fLa question du comment, il faut 
la rejeter de notre curiosite*, et nous soumettre k la foi. — On dit qu’il ne faut 
pas, rappelle I’Ath^nien qui est de I’avis contraire, «nou8 meler indiscr^tement 
de scruter les causes, car ce serait une impi^t^* ovre noXtmoayfjovdv rag air lag 
igewwvrag ov yag ovd*6oiov elvai: Lois 7, 821a, trad. A. Di^s, Coll, des Uni- 
versit^s de France, Paris 1956, p. 59. 
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ovatovrai to fiovksv/ia evMg (pvaig yivdfievov) . . . La substance 
de la volont^ est Tessence {^H de tov deXi^fiaTog vnagSig ova la 

Cette idee, que la substance des Stres crees et la mati^re mfeme 
ont pour etofiFe T^lan de la volonte divine, se retrouve, et parfois 
sous une forme tr6s ramassee, dans tous les traites nysseens qui 
abordent la question de la creation. Dans la Vie de Or^oire le 
Thaumaturge^ par exemple, si la parole et le commandement du 
Thaumaturge oht tant d’effet sur la mati^re inerte, insensible 
et inanimee, «quelle surabondance de puissance convient-il de 
concevoir dans le Maitre tout-puissant de I’univers, dont la 
volonte est comme une matifere, une forme et un principe du 
cosmos lui-m6me, et de tous les dtres qui sont en lui et au-dessus 
de lui ? De m6me dans I’hom^lie In illud: Tunc ipse Filius subji- 
cietur (I Cor. 15,28) qui defend la possibilite de la resurrection: 
«La volonte divine est devenue la mati^re et la substance des 
fetres cr^^s (to 'deiov 'diXrujia Ukrj xai ovala rcbv di]piovgytjjudr(ov 
iyiv€ro)»^. 

Ainsi done, «pour tirer les choses du neant h TStre, la puissance 
du vouloir divin suffit»^. On comprend que le propre de T&me 
etant la liberte de choix, cette liberte qui est au point de depart 
du cours’ entier de la nature, celle-ci depende du monde moral. 
Maudite et tombee avec la liberte angelique et humaine, elle se 
relfevera avec elle. 

Le cosmos, pour paraphraser saint Paul (Bom. 1,20), est un 
systems de choses invisibles manifestees visiblement. Le monde 
sensible ne serait pour I’homme qu’un grand et magnifique spec¬ 
tacle d’apparences. Tout a ete fait par une intelligence pour des 
intelligences. A Torigine des substances, spirituelles ou mate- 
rielles, il y a ime substance d’un autre ordre, il y a Timmaterialite 
d’un principe spirituel. Nous pourrions m5me developper ceci 
en demonstration: ce principe spirituel invisible n’en est pas 
moins visible k I’intelligence humaine, car Thomme porte en lui- 
m6me la preuve que les choses qu’il fait commencent par une 
volonte: les fitres en quelque sorte ne sont rien que la preuve de 


^ De an. et res., PG 46, 124 B. 

* rd ^iXrjfia, ol6v rig xai xaraaxev^ xai dihafug avrov re rov xdo/iov, xal 
rw9 iv ndvreav, xal rwv fanig rovrov Gvrwv, iydvero. De vita S. Gregorii 
Thanmat., PG 46, 920A. 

» PG 44, 1312 A. Cf. C. Eun. 12; PG 46, 988 BC. 

« De horn. op. 23; PG 44, 212 C. Cf. C. Enn. 12; PG 46, 962 B. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



72 


R. Gillet 


I’esprit. Le monde, ainsi envisage comme un assemblage de phe- 
nomfenes dont le moindre cache une realite, est un veritable et 
sage idealisme. Dans un sens tr^s vrai, on peut dire que les objets 
materiels ne sont rien de ce que nous voyons; mais ce que nous 
voyons est reel par rapport i nous, et c’est assez pour nous 
d’etre conduits ainsi jusqu*4 Texistence d’un autre ordre que 
nous croyons fermement sans le voir^. 

Le monde sensible est, comme le monde intelligible, I’oeuvre 
immediate de la volonte creatrice, dont le propre est ici de se 
«realiser* au sens fort dans une matifere dont les sacrements 
vont jusqu’i faire le vehicule de TEsprit. Dans cette vue pro- 
fondement chretienne de la creation, le monde sensible n’echappe 
pas 4 la sphere du divin. On prevoit done qu’il peut 6tre question 
d’une certaine divinisation du monde sensible. 


Place de Vhomme dans le monde sensible 

Dans la nature sensible, entre le mineral, la plante, I’animal et 
Thomme, il est possible d’etablir une sorte de continuite, et 
cependant ces 6tres divers sont irreductiblement distincts*. 
Cette gradation qui unit les 6tres, cet echelonnement fonde sur la 
spiritualisation progressive des plans, ne met pas en eux de 
confusion®. La continuite constatee d’un plan 4 I’autre n’exclut 


^ On saisit la ressemblance de ce raisonnement avec la demarche antique 
qui remontait du mobile au moteur: Mwv a&taiv icrai Hivi^aewg djrdm/g 

dXAi] nXifv rfjg a&tfjg Htvtiadcrrjg fievaPoXri : y aura-t-il pour (les choses) un 

autre principe du mouvement total que ce mouvement qui se meut lui-meme?* 
Platon, Lois 10, 895 a (trad, retouch^ d’A. Dids, coU. des Universit^s de 
France, Paris 1956); T^pinomis 980 d et suiv., resume la th6odic4e des Lois. 
- Cf. Aristote, Physique 8, 5, 256a. Tout ce livre 8^°*® est consacr6 au premier 
moteur immobile, 4temel, in^tendu, unique. ~ L’Ume du monde, moteur 
autonome (Lois 10, 896e), uniyersel (898c) est Dieu. II faut n^cessairement 
qu'elle soit ant^rieure k la nature physique, qui re 9 oit d'elle le mouvement; 
car comment le xivdtv ne serait-il pas avant le xivov/ievovl 

* In Eccles., bom. 7; PG 44, 729 AB: dXX*iv roig Idloig ixaarov fiivcv dooiq 
rfjg fpvaewg, iwg rdre eariv, ia)g dv rwv idiwv 5qwv hrog /aivf}. Voir aussi H. von 
Balthasar, op. cit., p. 31. ~ Voir J. Laplace, La Creation de Thomme, Paris 
1944, Coll. «Sources chr4tienne8», p. 36-37, k qui, pour ce paragraphe, nous 
avons emprunt6 quelques expressions. 

* De bom. op. 12; PG 44, 161D: «Tant que cette d^pendance est gard6e 
entre les Elements, tous sont unis, chacun k son degr^, k la beauts en soi (^ rov 
dvrwg xdXXovg xoivojv(a), car T^lement sup^rieur transmet sa beauts k celui qui 
est plac4 sous lui». 
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pas la discontinuite^. 4iLa nature chemine reguli^rement vers la 
perfection (odw rm . . . dpcoAov&cog)»^, et, en mSme temps, «par 
paliers sucoessifs (xaddneq did 

Ainsi rhomme, portant en lui les elements du cosmos sensible, est 
lui-m6me,parson6trepliysique,unetotalitematerielle,unmicrocos- 
me materiel. Mais en mSme temps qu’il est un detail et le couronne- 
mentdu cosmos sensible, ilporte en luileselementsderunivers spiri- 
tuel, il est un microcosme intelligible. L’homme est im 6tre cosmi¬ 
que* qui reproduit en lui Tharmonie du monde et toute sa musique^. 

Uhomme participant de la nature divine 

On con 9 oit que Thomme, «se trouvant au croisement de la 
chair et de Tesprit^®, rdalisant en lui la synth&se du cosmos in- 

^ Aim6 Pueoh, dans son Histoire de la litt4rataie chr^tienne greoque, Paris 
1030, t. 3, p. 405, a tr^s bien exprim^ ce point de la doctrine de Gr4goire: «La 
nature est toujours en mouvement et en transformation; les quatre 414ments 
ont k la fois entre euz des differences et des correspondances qui facilitent le 
passage de Tun k Tautrei. Cette phrase se rapporte k In Hex., PG 44, 108 A 
k 113 A, et specialement 108AB. Voir aussi De horn. op. 1; PG 44,120AB oh 
il est parie, dans le monde sensible, d*un plan intermediaire d’air ou de feu entre 
le ciel et la terre: f L’air constitue la limite entre deux activites oppos^es, m^lant 
et s4parant k la foisen lui-m5me des 614ments h6t4rog5nes par nature! (120 B). 
Gr^goire arrive k I’^nonc^ d’une sorte de loi: «Des substances de nature radi- 
calement diff^rentes se rejoignent giAce k Tunion que mettent entre elles les 
substances interm4diairesf (120 c). Of. Or. cat. 6, 3; PG 45, 25B—28B: «Dans 
le monde sensible lui>mdme, malgr4 Fopposition des 414ments, la Sagesse direc- 
trice de Tunivers a m4nag4 un accord 6quilibrant les contraires. Ainai se trouve 
r6alis4e Tharmonie interne de la creation enti5re ...» On pense k £. Boutroux, 
Nou velles Etudes d’histoire de la philosophie, Paris 1027, p. 241—242: f La science 
montre de plus en plus qu’entre Thomme et les Stres i^^rieurs, on ne saurait 
creuser de foss^ infranchissable, mais qu’il faut accorder, dans I’^chelle des 
5tres, la superiority avec la continuity!. 

* De bom. op. 8; PG 44, 145BC. * De horn. op. 8; PG 44, 148C. 

* ^uxgdg di xda/iog 6 dv&gomog: In Psalm. 3; PG 44, 441C. - Sur cette 
question, voir R. Leys, op. cit., p. 66-67, qui remarque que si Grygoire «re- 
jette avec vyhymence! dans le Traity sur la creation de Thomme (chap. 16; 
PG 44, 177D-180B) la theorie de I’homme microcosme, «il ne se refuse peut- 
etre pas tant k reconnaftre la parente de I’homme et sa ressemblance avec 
le monde qu’h y voir precisement - ce que faisait le stoicisme pantheiste - le 
signe de sa grandeur!. £galement, p. 134, n. 1. — La constitution de I’homme 
comme unite individuelle est, sous des aspects multiples, un tout. Nous 
sommes ici en presence d’une trds vieille idee que nous pouvons, dans la pensee 
grecque, faiie remonter k Hippocrate: chaque homme est un monde et sa 
constitution microcosmique est k I’image du macrocosms universel. 

* In Psalm. 3; PG 44, 441BC et 444A. 

* L’expression est de R. Leys, op. cit., p. 37. 
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telligible et du cosmos sensible, soit au point d’union des deux 
mondes. Gregoire, en plus, pense qu’une connaturalite fonciere 
(avyyiveia) Tunit k Dieu: Tame est une «participation», une 
«parente» de la nature divine: tiqoq to ^bIov ovyyeviQ^. «Notre 
Seigneur Jesus-Christ. . . nous fit non seulement spectateurs 
de la puissance divine, mais encore participants de sa nature et 
parents . . . {xoivcuvovg . . , elg avyyheiav)^^, 

Malgre la ressemblance de vocabulaire, il y a une opposition 
foncifere entre la pensee de Gregoire et celle de Plotin. Pour 
celui-ci, cette «parente» est identite entre Tame et la nature 
divine, car la premiere n’est qu’une emanation de la seconde. 
Chez Gregoire, au contraire, elle signifie que Dieu a rendu la 
nature humaine participante de tout bien: c’est tout le divin 
qui doit passer en I’homme, mais en une commimication person- 
nelle de la part de Dieu, libre de la part de Thomme*. Ce don 
divin, qui realise en Thomme sa quality maturelle^, xaxa tpvaiv^, 
d’image de Dieu, est partie constituante de I’ame. Si Gregoire 
ne s’explique pas clairement, et pour cause, sur la distinction 
que Ton fera plus tard entre nature et sumature, il ne les confond 
pas puisqu’il affirme que la grace d^passe la nature®. Sa per¬ 
spective est simplement difiF4rente®. 

' De an. et res., PG 46, 97 B. 

* De or. dom. 2; PG 44, 1137AB; - cf. De Beat. 7; PG 44, 1280D. 

* Sana doute y a-t-il, entre Thomme et Dieu, communaut6 de nature, maia 
«entre la Divinity et celui qui est k sa re88emblance», il y a une difference: 
«l’une est sans creation (axrUnmg), Tautre re^oit Tezistence par creation (did. 
xtlaeioq)* (De hom. op. 16; PG 44, 184 C). 

* In Eccles., hom. 1; PG 44, 624B. 

* vn^Q Ti)v (pvaiv ^ Ti iariv dv^gconog (bg Jigdg rijv &€(av (pvaiv xgtvdfievog ; 

De Beat. 7; PG44, 1277 C. La page qui suit (col. 1280), de pur style biblique, 
exprime admirablement la grandeur transcendante et la distance de Dieu k 
rhomme et k toutes ses oeuvres. - Pour T&me, la vie conforme k sa nature 
depasse la «nature» telle que nous Tentendons classiquement aujourd*hui. Dans 
leDe inf antibus qui praemature abripiuntur, PG46,180A, T&me devient partici¬ 
pante de la vie, conforme k sa nature, qui lui ouvre les biens offerts dans la 
beatitude: olfjai xai tpvx^ • • • xd^ei xivi xai dxoXov^fg fierix^iv xfjg xaxd (pvaiv 
Cojfjgiv xfj fiaxagidxrixi ... Confirm^ par la deuxi^me moiti6 de ibid., 180C. 

* Les ^claircissements donnas sur ce point par J. Dani^lou dans Platonisme 
et th6ologie mystique (1944^ et 1964*), critiques et pr^cis^s sur certains points 
par R. Leys, op. cit., p. 99 et 104, valent toujours. L’auteur n’en a pas change 
un mot dans la seconde Edition de son ouvrage, k laquelle nous renvoyons pour 
nos citations; voir sp4cialement les p. 47, 50, 51 et 185. Dans une note de La 
vie de Moise, Paris 1955*, p. 101, n. 2, le P. Dani^lou a cette heureuse formule: 
pour Gregoire, «la nature ((pvaig )(^... test Thomme veritable, cr64 dans la vie 
sumaturelle*. 
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Dieu, Bien et Amour supreme, cree I’homme pour avoir k qui 
se manifester: 

•Dieu le Verbe, ... aucune n^cessit^ ne I’a amen4 k former Thom me, 
mais c'est dans la surabondance de son amour qu’il a rdalis4 la creation d’un 
tel 6tre vivant. Sa lumi^re en effet ne devait pas rester invisible, sa gloire 
sans t4moin, sa bont4 sans b4n4ficiaire, inactifs tous ses autres attributs,.. . ce 
qui fut arrive s’il n’y avait eu personne pour y participer et pour en jouir. Si 
done rhomme est appel4 k la vie pour prendre part aux biens de Dieu, il est 
n^cessairement apte, de par sa constitution, k partager ces biens. De m^me 
que Toeil, par I'^clat propre k sa nature {tpvaix&g), participe k la lumi^re {iv 
xoivcovltf Tov (pcDToq yiverai), et, en vertu de ce pouvoir inn^, attire k soi ce qui 
lui est apparent^ (rd avyyevdg), de m^me il 6tait n^cessaire de m^langer 4 la 
nature humainequelque chose d'apparent^ au divin (dyxQa&fjvairi rfj dvd^gcDTitvfj 
qwaei avyyevig ngdg rd d^elov) afin que cette correspondance lui inspir4t un 61an 
vers ce qui lui est propre rd olxeiov rijv i(pemv) , . . Cr66 pour jouir des 

biens divins, Thomme devait avoir en sa nature quelque chose d*apparent4 
k Tobjet auquel il participe (ri ovyyeveg iv rfj (pvaet Tigdg rd ^erexd/ievov). Aussi 
a-t-il 6t4 dou6 de vie, de raison, de sagesse, et de tous les biens divins, afin 
que chacune de ces prerogatives fit naitre en lui le d^sir de ce qui lui est appa- 
rente (d>g dv ,.. ngdg rd olxelov rifv ini'dvfjilav 

Cette page du Discours catdchdtique precise que la nature 
humaine, d’une fa 9 on speciale qui la constitue semblable k 
Dieu, participe k la nature de I’fitre divin: niRien ne peut exister 
qui ne possfede I’existence dans Celui qui est»*. 

Fonction divinisatrice de rhomme 
Detail du cosmos total, Thomme est une totalite k la fois 
materielle et spirituelle, sensible et intelligible. 

En lui «s’op4re, par un effet de la sagesse divine, un melange et une com- 
binaison {fil^ig re xai dvdxgaaig) du sensible et de Tintelligible, pour que tout 
puisse participer 4galement au bien {(bg dv ndvra rov xcdov xard rd taov fierixoi), 
et que rien de ce qui existe ne soit exclu de la nature sup4rieure (xai fiTjSev 
rwv dvrojv dfiotgoCi] rrjg rov xgelrrovog (pvaemg). Aussi, bien que la sphere con- 
venable k la nature intelligible soit Tessence subtile et mobile, qui, par la place 
qu*elle occupe au-dessus du monde, tire du caract^re particulier de sa nature 
une profonde affinity avec Tintelligible, il se produit, en vertu d’une sagesse 
sup4rieure, un melange de I’intelligible avec la creation sensible, pour que rien 
dans la creation ne se voie rejet^, suivant la parole de I’apdtre (I Tim. 4,4), 
ni priv6 de la participation aux privileges divins. 

Voil4 pourquoi la nature divine op^re dans I’homme le melange de I’intelli- 
gible et du sensible, comme I’enseigne le r6cit de la creation du monde,.. . 
pour que Teidment terrestre s’^ldve par son union avec la divinity, et que cette 
seule et m^me grace puisse s’^tendre ^galement k travers toute la creation 
(xai fjria rig xord rd ofjidriijiov did Ttdarjg rrjg ?crlae(vg ij xdgigdi^i^xot), par le melange 
de la nature inf6rieure avec celle qui do mine le monde**. 

Or. cat 5, 3-6; PG 45, 21BD. » Or. cat. 25, 1; PG 45, 65D. 

» Or. cat. 6, 3-4; PG 45, 25B-28A. 
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«En realisant dans Thomme I’union de ces deux natures, 
Dieu leur a permis de se penetrer^, et grace k cette union la 
nature sensible peut participer comme I’autre aux attributs 
divines*. Le role de Thomme est done de diviniser le cosmos 
sensible en servant d’intermediaire entre ce cosmos et Dieu. 

Dans la visee divine primitive, avant la chute, Thomme, meet 
animal rationneU*, est un intermediaire indispensable^ entre 
le monde spirituel et le monde materiel, entre I’invisible et le 
visible. II a ete constitue premices de la creation par tous les 
elements de la nature, afin d’unir en lui toutes choses k laDivinite. 
Dieu a voulu realiser en lui la plus grande spiritualisation possible: 
pour le former, il unit k la substance spirituelle m\e subtil et le 
lumineux de la nature sensible^*. L’homme, recapitulant en lui- 
mfeme la perfection de I’lmivers materiel et animal, est <de terme 
ultime oil tout le reste aspires®: il a ete mcree corps et ame afin 
qu’en lui le monde materiel ait acc^s aux biens de Tesprit*^. 

L’accent est mis ici sur le role cosmique de Thomme comme 
facteur de divinisation. <(L’&me humaine est placee aux confins 
de deux mondes et de deux natures dvdQcoTzlvtj yyvx'fj dvo qwaeojv 
oiaa [jLe&6Qtx)<;)%^\ centre deux extremes opposes I’lm k Tautre, 
la nature humaine tient le milieu {fxiaov iarl to dv&Qcomvov), 


1 Or. dom. 4; PG44, 1166BD. 

* Discours cat^ch6tique, 6d. L. M^ridier, p. XXXII—XXXIII. 

* rd loyixov rovro Cwcv 6 dy&gcoTiog, De horn. op. 8; PG 44, 146 C. — rd Xoyi- 
xdv rovro xal diavotjrucdv fcoov, 6 dv^Qomog, De virg. 12; PG 46, 360 B; ici, cette 
quality est li6e 4 la ressemblance avec Dieu. — dv&gwnov tdiov ^ Aoyixi) 
icnlv, De infantibus qui praemature abripiuntur, PG 46, 168 B. 

* Voir supra p. 72 et la note^S. L*homme est m^diateur entre la mati^re et 
I’esprit parce qu’il les unit en lui. Il est aussi la fin immediate de Tunivers 
materiel qui, par son intermediaire, tend k Dieu, — de telle sorte que, sans 
rhomme, cet univers n*aurait aucune raison d’etre. 

* De horn. op. 8; PG 44, 146C. 

* J. Laplace, Introd. k La creation de I’homme, p. 36. 

^ R. Leys, op. cit., p. 66. De Infantibus qui praemature abripiuntur, 
PG 46, 173B; De or. dom. 4; PG 44, 1166CD. 

® In Cant., bom. 11; PG 44, 1009 A. Ici encore I’influence de Plotin se fait 
sentir: ♦L’&me est placee k I’extremite des etres intelligibles et aux confins de 
la nature sensible* (Enn. 4, 8, 7). Mais le contexte est different chez Plotin, 
qui remarque que Thomme, participant aux deux mondes, est incapable de con- 
nattre r^ellement et compl^tement Tun et I’autre. — R. Leys, op. cit., p. 60, 
n. 9, remarque: ♦L’homme apparent^ k Dieu par I’esprit, au monde par le corps, 
se trouve en Philon. Il est dit fieOdQiog entre la nature immortelle et la nature 
mortelle.* - Philon, De opif. mundi, (61) 146, 6d. min. L. Cohn, Berlin 1896, 
t. 1, p. 42; - ibid., (46) 136, p. 39. 
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entre la nature divine et incorporelle et la vie de Tirrationnel et 
de la brutes'. L’homme est, nous I’avons vu, monde en miniature, 
microcosme. Le cosmos sensible va s’^levant jusqu’i I’homme, 
terme ultime de son aspiration Si I’homme porte en lui les 
elements de I’univers®, c’est afin d’y exercer une fonction m^dia- 
trice et le faire avancer vers sa perfection. L’homme contribue k 
diriger vers Dieu toute la creation. De m^me qu’en lui, par son 
choix libre, la matiere tend k I’esprit, de m^me le monde, si 
I’homme reste fiddle k la nature que Dieu a voulue pour lui, trouve 
son achevement dans la remont^e du cosmos k Dieu. Nous avons 
Ik comme un rappel du demiurge platonicien du Timie, ordon- 
nateur qui fa 9 onne le monde sensible d’apres le monde intelligible 
id^al et qui conduit toutes choses au Bien. Ce demiurge plato¬ 
nicien a ceci de commun avec I’homme divinisateur cosmique 
nyss^en qu’il est une cause active, mais non creatrice libre et 
inconditionn^. II ne produit rien d’absolument neuf ni dans 
I’ordre de I’^tre ni dans I’ordre du devenir; collaborateur de 
Dieu, il ne fait que combiner d’aprfes un id^al ant^rieur d’ordre, 
d’harmonie et de beauts, des ^l^ments pr^existants, mais consti- 
tuant chez Platon une matiere ^ternelle et ind^pendante du 
demiurge qui ne fait que r4gler la proportion des essences, dont 
le melange constituera les ames et les corps. En somme, I’homme 
est dans la creation sensible ce qu’est Dieu dans le cosmos total^. 

Telle est, dans son ensemble, la signification k donner k I’hom- 
me. Mais sa nature m^me de creature veut que Thomme soit 
imparfait, le parfait etant precisement mce qui n’est pas fait». 


1 Dehorn, op. 16;PG44,181BC. 

• De hom. op. 1, 2 et 8; PG 44, 132C—133B, et 145BC. 

* De hom. op. 8; PG 44,148 B. Dom J. Juglar, op. cit., p. 182—183, a 6crit 
deux dee meilleures pages de langue fran 9 aise sur notre solidarity avec Tuni- 
vers. 

^ Ces lignes sur le dymiurge platonicien intermydiaire nycessaire entre le 
vrai Dieu et le monde nous rappellent le Logos philonien, la plus ancienne des 
choses cryyes (Leg. alleg. 3, 61, 175; Cohn, 1.1, p. 147), premier-ny des anges 
(De migr. Abrahami 1 et 2; t. 2, p. 260; De confus. linguarum 28; t. 2, p. 247), 
«divinity de second ordre» (Leg. alleg. 2, 21, 86; t. 1, p. 98), qui n’est point en 
Dieu, mais fis^giog entre lui et la cryature (qui est ici I’homme), mydiateur de 
ces deux extrymes (De somniis 2, 28; t. 3, p. 271-272), «ombre de Dieu» et 
finstniment* k I’aide duquel Dieu travaille sur la matiere primordiale (Leg. 
alleg. 3. 31, 96; t. 1, p. 128), la prypare, la forme (De Cherubim 35, t. 1, p. 197), 
etc. — Sur Grygoire dypendant de Philon et Plotin, voir surtout H. Koch, Das 
mystische Schauen beim heiligen Gregor von Nyssa, dans Theologische 
Quartalschrift 80, 1898, 397-420. 
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Creature composee, rhomme, avant mfeme qu’il ait fait I’experi- 
ence du mal, etait constitue ontologiquement dualisme irreduc- 
tible, appuy6 sur deux nd&r}, celui de Tesprit et celui de la matiere. 
Mais ce dualisme, qui dtait T^quilibre harmonieux de deux ten¬ 
dances opposees, se rev^lera ^quilibre instable, car Thomme est 
fragile. Fragile, du fait de Tinstabilit^ int^rieure li4e au devenir, 
lui-m6me inseparable de la condition de creature. Partage au 
sens kierkegaardien du mot diy>vxia qui fait osciller Thomme du 
bien au mal. Fragile du fait que Thomme, marque k la ressem- 
blance de Dieu, est independant et libre, done capable de revolte, 
et qu’en meme temps son intelligence obscurcie I’entraine a des 
choix non conformes k sa nature. L’esprit, soumis au nombre, 
c’est-4-dire enferme dans les limites de I’espace et du temps, est 
dejit de soi incapable de connaitre Tessence des choses. Mais en 
plus le diable cherche, par tous les moyens, it tromper Thomme 
dans ses choix. <(Une lampe dont la mfeche a pris feu de tous 
cotes, — si on ne pent eteindre la flamme en soufflant dessus, 
on meiangera de Teau k I’huile, et Ton obscurcira la flamme. De 
meme, ayant par fraude meie le vice it la libre volonte de Fhom- 
me (rfj ngoatgiaei zov dv&Q(07iov)y Tennemi a provoque comme 
Tobscurcissement et Textinction du bienfait divin . . . Voilit 
pourquoi le genre humain est plonge dans les maux presents 
Pour Gregoire comme pour Platon, le vice est le compagnon de 
Terreur. L’homme, qui n’aurait pu choisir le mal s’il s’etait 
presente dans sa brutale nudite, a pris pour le bien ce qui n’en 
a que I’apparence*. II a done peche surtout par imprudence et 
ignorance®. D’autre part, comme Thomme est ouvert sur le 
monde par tous ses sens, Gregoire nous rappelle en une admirable 
page de la cinquieme homeiie sur Toraison dominicale qu’il n’est 
nullement necessaire de remonter it Adam pour expliquer la 
chute; le milieu dans lequel nous vivons suffit it exciter en nous 
les peches des sens, de I’esprit et du cceur. La vue, I’ouie, le 
toucher sont des fenfetres grandes ouvertes par lesquelles entrent 
en foule les voluptes et les passions: jalousie, envie, haine, etc^. 
Comme le dit Euripide dans sa tragedie d’Hecube: «De la folie 


1 Or. cat. 6, 11; PG45, 29C. 

* Or. cat. 21, 6; PG 45, cap. 22, col. 60C. 

* ?} Tieoi zd dvTcog xaXdv axQiaia^ De mortuis, PG 46, 697 C—500A. 

^ Or. dom. 5; PG 44, 1185 B—1188 B. Gregoire de Nysse cite J^r^mie 9, 20 
(ou 21, suivant les versions) comme son contemporain Ambroise de Milan dans 
le De fuga saecuU 1, 3; PL 14, 570. - Cf. De virg. 21; PG 46, 401 A. 
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d’un seul est sorti le malheur de tou8»^. Mais cette faute ancienne 
n’enlfeve rien k la culpability de ceux qui pycheront ensuite: elle 
dytermine une occasion de chute, non la chute elle-myme. 

Et c’est le pychy, qui, dans la doctrine nyssyenne, joue un 
role primordial. Dyiivrer Thomme de la mort et le dyifier, tel 
sera, selon Grygoire, le dessein du Sauveur. La Rydemption est 
une seconde naissance (Mga ydwrjaig) qui nous yieve k la vie 
vyritable et bienheureuse^. Allant de I’lncamation du Christ 
au couronnement de sa Rysurrection et de son Ascension, Tacte 
rydempteur sauve Thomme en le saisissant au plus intime de son 
ytre par Tlncamation, principe de la seconde cryation (devriga 
xxiaig). La premifere nous formait. La seconde nous reforme®. 

«Autrefoi8, Dien fayonna rhomme,... maintenant il s’en revet (Ttegid- 
TtXaae); autrefois il cr^a, 4 present il est cre4; autrefois le Verbe fit la chair, 
maintenant il se fait chair, afin de spiritualiser notre chair, 4tant entr4 en la 
participation de notre chair et de notre sang>^. 

Mais si I’acte rydempteur embrasse toute I’lncarnation de la 
Naissance k la Rysurrection et k TAscension, I’lncarnation 
k I’inverse, ne se ryalise que dans la totality du drame rydemp¬ 
teur, culminant dans la mort sur la croix, expression supreme de 
la liberty du Christ, de la libyration de Thomme dans le Christ, 
de la restauration de Tunivers par le Christ homme et Dieu: 

tDe la croix ... 4 la forme quadripartite . •., nous apprenons que celui 
qu*on y ^tendit au moment oii (s’accomplissait) le plan (divin) par sa mort 
{iv xauQ^ Trjg xard rdv Mvarcv obcovofdag), est celui qui unit 6troitement 
et ajuste 4 lui-m4me Tunivers (rd Ttav), en ramenant par sa propre personne 4 
un seul accord et 4 une seule harmonie les diverses natures des dtres (to; 
dicupdgovg rcw Svxwv (pvaeig)^^. 

L’Incamation ryconcilie done la creation entifere avec Dieu: 
c’est un acte qui refait I’unity cosmique dytruite par le pychy des 
anges et celui de I’humanity. 

Mais rharmonie primitive n’est restaurye integralement qu’4 
la Rysurrection par la victoire sur la mort. Notre nature, dysinte- 

^ V. 641; trad. L. M4ridier, Coll, des Universitys de France, Paris 1956, 
p. 205. 

• C. Eun.4;PG45,640B. 

» C. Eun. 4; PG 45, 636D-637A, et ibid. 2; 501 A-504B. 

^ C. Eun. 4; PG45, 637 AB. 

* Or. cat. 32, 6; PG 45, 80D-81 A. On pourrait citer en entier le chap. 32. 
Chez Grygoire, la croix du Christ a gardy tout son relief. La Vie de Molse est 
tr^s explicite aussi, surtout PG44, 372BC, 413A—416B; C. Eun. 5; PG45, 
693D-696C; In Pascha or. 1; PG46, 621C-625B. 
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gree par le pech6 jusqu’& la corruption de son composant cor- 
porel, retrouve en droit rintegrite primitive: 

tDien le Monog^ne ressuscite lui-m^me Thomme qn’il se melange k lui- 
mdme dvaxQa&ivxa dv&gamov ae&tip), apr^ avoir 84par6 r&me do corps et lea 
avoir tous deux r^unis de nonvean: et de cette manidre se produit le salut 
oniversel de notre nature (TrjQ qfvaBoyq); aussi bien I’appeUe-t-on auteur de la 
vie; car en celui qui meurt pour nous et qui ressuscite, Dieu le Monog^ne r6con- 
cilie le monde (r6v xdofjLw) avec loi-mdme, nous rachetant, tels des prisonniers, 
par son sang qui nous est apparent^ {fifioQ dtd tov avyyevovg i^/awp al^mrog), 
nous tous qui lui sommes unis par la chair et le sang, selon la parole de 
Tapdtre qui dit que nous avons la redemption par son sang, la remission des 
peches par sa chair (cf. £phes. 1,7)>^. 

Par la croix, c’est-i-dire par sa mort et sa resurrection, Thom- 
me-Dieu reconcile avec la divinity la cr^tion, cosmos intelli¬ 
gible et sensible, qui «tout entifere regarde vers le Christ {Ttdaa 
TtQog avTov ^ xxlaig fikhtei), tourne autour de lui et tient de lui 
sa cohesion )►*. Couple de Dieu par le p^ch^ de Thumanit^ au 
point de n’accomplir plus en plenitude sa liturgie, «la creation 
cosmique et h 3 q)ercosmique, autrefois en lutte avec elle-meme, 
realise son accord dans Tamiti^, et nous autres les hommes, nous 
unissons notre voix k celle des anges et prenons part avec piet4 k 
leur divine louange (dfioAoy/av)»*. 

Mais si le diable est vaincu, si le Christ a vraiment divinise 
rhomme, il pourrait sembler que, pour Gregoire, Tceuvre du 
Christ ait vraiment tout acheve. En fait, si la divinisation de 
rhumanit4 singuli^re du Christ s’accomplit bien au moment de 
rincamation, la divinisation du plerome de rhumanite «n’est 
encore que virtuelle par rapport aux sujets de I’existence tem- 
porelle»^ et ne s’op^re que dans la foi au Christ par I’efiFort moral 
et par les sacrements. 

» Adv. ApoU. 17; PG46, 1166CD. - C. Eun. 12; PG 46. 889 CD. 

* Or. cat. 32, 8; PG 46, 81B. 

* In bapt. Chriflti, PG 46,699A B. Sur le sens de ^eoXoyia, voir J. Lemari6, 
La manifestation du Seigneur, Paris 1967, p. 364, note. Cf. F. £. Brightman, 
Liturgies Eastern and Western, 1.1, Eastern Liturgies, Oxford 1896, Glossary 
of Technical Terms, p. 698. Meme sens de ce mot au moyen kge: J. Leclercq, 
L*amour des lettres et le d4sir de Dieu, Paris 1967, p. 216. — Cf. In Psalm. 
9; PG 44, 486 BC. 

* «En somme, selon Gregoire de Nysse ... tous les hommes ont done 6t6 
sanctifies (dans le Christ) et par sa mediation... Toutefois, cette sanctification 
de I’espece, bien qu’actuelle relativement k ITdee, n’est encore que virtuelle 
par rapport aux sujets de Texistence temporelle. A mesure quails naissent k 
cette existence, les individus entrent dans le rayonnement de la saintete qui 
emane du Christ et de la nature humaine en lui; ils participent k cette saintete. 
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Si I’homme, trait d’union entre le cosmos sensible et le cosmos 
intelligible, laissait s’6teindre en lui I’esprit, il manquerait sa 
destinee et compromettrait celle de Tunivers, car «d’une certaine 
fa9on, c’est une seule et m6me chose que I’acquisition de la vertu 
parfaite et celle de la divinite. La vertu en effet ne reside pas en 
dehors de la divinite»^. D’oh la necessite de I’ascfese, dont le 
role est d’4tablir Thomme dans Vdjid&eia. Par notre mort au 
p4ch4, nous participons librement k la mort du Sauveur, et nous 
reconqu4rons notre nature premifere. Mais V&jtA^eiay qui signifie 
la separation d’avec les nd&ri, con 9 ues soit comme une d^ch^ance 
non peccamineuse, soit comme des vices capitaux, loin d’etre 
pour Gr^goire une ataraxie au sens democriteen ou stoicien, est 
une disponibilite active qui surmonte, en les maintenant dans 
rharmonie, I’antagonisme du corps et de I’esprit. 

Cette notion d’harmonie nous ramene au mot dont les Grecs 
designaient la vertu. chez Gregoire, signifie I’union 

harmonieuse, dans I’homme, du monde sensible et du monde 
intelligible, I’adaptation parfaite de tons les plans cosmiques. 
Ainsi retrouve-t-on sous la plume de GnSgoire, en un sens onto- 
logique et cosmique auquel il n’a certainement pas song4, la 
definition aristoteiicienne de la vertu comme juste milieu*. Le 
role d’intermediaire d^volu k I’homme®, jusque dans les luttes 
oil il s’efforce de reconquerir les titres effaces d’une noblesse 
primitive, se trouve ainsi mis en valeur d’une fa 9 on assez inatten- 
due. L’ascese purificatrice rem^die k la d^cheance de I’&me et du 
corps en les ramenant, par Yduid&eia, k la liberty interieure. 

La mort, supreme asc^se, porte k son ultimo perfection cette 
purification, parce qu’elle est une rupture definitive avec le 


non point tant peut-^tre par an effet n^oessaire de oette contagion physique, 
que dans la mesure de leur adhesion libre, par la foi, 4 Taction mystique que 
le Christ exerce sur eux.t L. Malevez, L’^glise dans le Christ, dans Recherches 
de science religieuse 26, 1936, 278. Cf. A. Lieske, Zur Theologie der Christus- 
mystik Gregors von Nyssa, dans Scholastik 14, 1939, 608—609; et Die Theo¬ 
logie der Christusmystik Gregors von Nyesa, dans Zeitschrift fur Katholische 
Theologie 70, 1948, 330-331. 

^ In Cant., horn. 8; PG 44, 972 C. 

* Tiaaa dpen) iv fieadrrjTi ^ecoQOVfiivrj, dit Gr^goire, De virg. 8; PG 46, 363 B. 
— In Eccles., horn. 6; PG 44, 697 C. — In Cant., hom. 4; PG 44, 833A. - La 
formule d’Aristote, £thique de Nicomaque 2, 6, 13 (1100b 36) est: fieadxriq 
Tiff ^Qa laxiv i} dgeri^. Voir aussi 2, 6, 1-5 en entier. 

* De hom. op. 8; PG44, 145 C: {tov dv&QOjjtov) i) ala^rjrixij (dvvafXLg) . . • 

ixovaa Tfjg re voegdg xai rfjg vXcodear^Qag ova lag. 
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peche et les passions^. Mais par le fait m^me que Gregoire voit 
I’essence de rhomme dans le compose et non pas dans Tame 
seule, la separation de Tame et du corps ne sanrait dtre definitive. 
La mort, parce qu’elle imite la mort du Christ et consomme la 
mort mystique du baptdme, ne pent §tre qu’une ouverture sur la 
resurrection, con9ue comme restauration integrale de notre vraie 
nature*, et comme realisation plenifere de I’image originelle. 
Ainsi se retablit le rfegne de la vie au sein d’un univers desor- 
ganise par la mort. 

En resume, avant la chute, le cosmos sensible etait ordonne k 
Dieu par I’intermediaire de Thomme, c’est-4-dire que I’homme 
etait mediateur entre le cosmos sensible et la Divinite®. 

Apres la chute, le Sauveur, en se faisant homme, vint delivrer 
de la mort Thumanite et la diviniser^. Par son incarnation, en 
eflFet, le Christ la contient tout entifere en lui®. Cette inclusion 

^ De mortuis, PG 46, 529 A et passim. «Pour (M6thode) comme pour Gr6- 
goire, la mort eat une institution temporaire, faite pour permettre au corps de 
se delivrer du mal par la decomposition.» L. Meridier, op. cit., p. XXXVI. 

* dvdaraalq laxtv ij elg t6 oqxoxov Tfjg ^/4a>v anoxaTaaraaig : De an. et 

res., PG 46, 148A. 

* Dans une pens^e qui admet comme celle de Gregoire que tout vient de 
Dieu immediatement par creation, il est certain que tout est ordonne 4 Dieu, 
mais il est moins clcdr que Tinferieur soit ordonne 4 Dieu par Fintermediaire 
du superieur. En theologie rigoureuse, il faudrait poser la question du principe 
rndme de cette demiere ordination. En fait, chez Gregoire, il y a sans doute, 
dans un edairage platonicien, le principe «que Tesprit tire sa perfection de sa 
ressemblance avec la beaute prototype de toutes les autres perfections*, et 
«que la nature, administree par Tesprit, s’attache 4 lui> (De horn. op. 12; PG 
44, 1610), mais surtout ce qu*il pense dtre une constatation d*experience: «La 
nature, par les proprietes de la vie qui sont comme des degree, parait faire sa 
route en avant de Tinferieur au plus parfait.* («Formule frappante de I’evo- 
lutionnisme de Gregoire* remarque le P. Danieiou dans une note 4 la trad. cit. 
de La creation de Thomme, p. Ill) (De horn. op. 8; PG 44, 1480). — La con¬ 
statation experimentale que Gregoire pensait faire, le grand biologiste Jakob 
von Uexkull ne Taurait pas admise comme telle: ,,Au8 dem alten Stamm 
entfalteten sich in neuen Lebensmelodien neue Gestalten, in Hunderten von 
Variationen sich auslebend, aber niemals Ubergange zeigend aus Unvoll- 
kommenem ins VolIkommenere.“ Bedeutungslehre, dans rowohlts deutsche 
enzyklopadie, n. 13, Hamburg 1956, p. 149. 

^ 0. Eun. 2; PG 45, 533 A: owdnTWv xdv 6 v0qo)7iov di* iavrov rfj dedTrjri. 

* Voir J. Tixeront, Histoire des dogmes, Paris 1909, t. 2, p. 151—152, mais 
surtout, beaucoup plus eiabores, les indispensables discernements de L. Male- 
vez, art. cit.: «0e langage christologique qu'on vient d’entendre parattra plein 
de tenebrcs, et mdme tout proche de Tabsurdite* (p. 270). «On rendrait tres 
exactement la pensee de Gregoire en disant que le Verbe s’est uni immediate¬ 
ment 4 une nature singuliere et mediatement 4 la nature universelle, en 
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vise k realiser Tunion k Dieu de tous les hommes dans le Christ k 
la fin des temps. 

D’autre part, en assumant une nature humaine et en possedant 
par consequent tous les elements de Thumain', le Christ s’est 
uni la creation enti^re, puisque I’homme est un microcosme dans 
lequel communient la mati^re et I’esprit et se rencontrent le 
monde sensible et le monde intelligible. Dans Thomme Jesus, 
la creation enti^re, jusqu’aux plus infimes creatures, se trouve 
divinisee*. 

L’homme, divinisateur cosmique, s’est trouve, avec I’lncar- 
nation, relaye dans cette function par le Christ. Relaye et in- 
finiment depasse, puisque I’union personnelle avec le Verbe, pri¬ 
vilege exclusif de I’humanite du Christ, a etendu sa vertu et ses 
consequences k toutes les creatures rationnelles®. Relaye, mais 
non remplace, car le Christ, pour accomplir sa mission, a du 
devenir I’un des hommes. Et c’est pourquoi nous pouvons dire 
que, dans la pensee de Gregoire de Nysse, I’homme, comme le 
Christ, a des pouvoirs divins. 

vertu de rimmanence n^cessaire de celle-ci dans celle-li» (p. 272—273). En 
plus de cette phrase sou vent cit6e, il est indispensable de lire les p. 272—274. 

1 C. Euh. 2; PG 45, 549 AB. 

* Saint Jean Damascene fera sienne cette th^orie: In Transfigurationem 
Domini or. 18; PG 96, 572-573 et In Nativitatem Deiparae bom. 1; PG 96, 
661C. 

* C’est cette extension qui a amen6 Gregoire k professor la redemption du 
diable dans la restauration universelle (cf. Or. cat. 26, 5. 8 et 9; PG 45, 68 D 
et 69 BC). 
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In this, the jubilee year of the publication of Dom R. H. Con¬ 
nolly’s edition of the Liturgical Homilies of Narsai^, it will 
hardly be necessary to remind members of this conference at 
length of the evidence there set out concerning baptismal prac¬ 
tice in Syria. The apocryphal Acts of Judas Thomas and of JoAn, 
the Didascalia Apostolorum, Ephraim, Aphraates and two Syriac 
narratives of the 5th--6th centuries were all laid under contribution 
to establish to the general satisfaction of scholars that the Syrian 
initiation rite from the 3rd century onwards consisted of a sealing 
(rushmd) of the candidate in oil, followed by an anointing of the 
whole body, followed by baptism in water, with no further cere¬ 
mony intervening between this last and the eucharist. A post- 
baptismal anointing did not establish itself among the Nestorians, 
the true heirs of the Syrian liturgical tradition, until the patri¬ 
archate of the westerniser Ishoyabh III in the mid-7th century. 

Connolly carefully refrained from committing himself about 
the meaning of the pre-baptismal sealing and anointing, a reti¬ 
cence which was not shared by some of his successors in the field. 
The name which most readily springs to mind in this connexion 
is that of the late Dom Gregory Dix, who consistently assumed 
their identity with the rite of confirmation elsewhere admi¬ 
nistered after baptism®. But he had been anticipated in his jump 
to this conclusion by earlier and, it may be said, soberer scholars, 
such as (and the list makes no claim to exhaustiveness) T. Thomp¬ 
son®, F. E. Brightman^, and J. Coppens®. A subsequent recruit 

1 Texts and Studies VIII1, Cambridge 1909. See pp. XLII—L. 

* Confirmation or Laying on of Hands?, London 1936. The Theology of 
Confirmation in Relation to Baptism, We.stminster 1946, p. 15; etc. 

* The Offices of Baptism and Confirmation, Cambridge 1914, pp. 30—31. 

^ In Essays on the Early History of the Church and Ministry (ed. H. B. 
Swete), London 1918, pp. 350—351. 

* L'imposition des mains, Paris 1925, p. 281. 
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was the late Dr T. W. Manson, who in several places attempted 
to trace this alleged duality of baptismal origins back into the 
pages of the New Testament itself^. The grounds of the assump¬ 
tion were presumably the use of the term ruahmd (the equi¬ 
valent of atpQayi^ or sigTiacvlum), and its administration in oil; 
only two of the writers I have named ventured to supply evi¬ 
dence of the significance attached to it, Thompson and Dix, 
and at no point do their citations coincide. 

Thompson based his view of the pre-baptismal sealing on 
three points: the language of the homilies of Narsai, in which it 
is connected with the Holy Spirit; the word “seal” applied to it 
by Ephraim; and a phrase in the Jacobite order which he quoted 
as “Send thy holy Spirit upon those who are to be baptised”. 
Of these the second, the only item earlier than the 5th century, 
rests on the insecure prior assumption that the seal is always to 
be identified with the gift of the Spirit, and therefore does not 
appear to call for further discussion. The third appears to be a 
paraphrase rather than a quotation of the prayer for recitation 
after the creed printed in Denzinger*; the relevant petition runs: 
Dignare, Domine, immittere super eos Spiritum tuum sanctum, 
et descends, et scrutare omnia eorum membra ac praepurga et 
sanctifica eos, tU digni fiant sancta unctione et perfecta fide. 

This is a prayer for the descent of the Holy Spirit, it is true, but 
its purpose seems to be not so much his indwelling of the candidates 
as their preparation for baptism; which is some distance from the 
meaning assigned to confirmation in regions where its practice is 
undisputed. There remains only the argument from Narsai. 
Thompson did not cite the passages he had in mind, and the 
language of Syrian liturgical rhapsody is not easy to pin down to 
the necessary consistency or precision; but it does seem fair to 
say that by the time of Narsai the seal is regarded as having a 
sacramental character, and that the operation of the Holy Spirit 
in the oil is more or less parallel to his operation in the water. 
“Oil and water he lays first as a foundation, and by his words he 
completes and builds the name of the Divinity. With liquid oil 
and weak water he recasts the body: and instead of clay he 
changes (and) makes (it) pure gold®.” It is true that he says of the 

^ Journal of Theological Studies 48,1947, 26. Scottish Journal of Theology 
2, 4, 1949, 394. Bulletin of the John Rylands Library 30, 2, May 1947. 

* Rituale Orientalium I, Wurzburg, 1863, p. 273. 

• Connolly, Texts and Studies VllI 1, p. 42,1.17. 
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seal (and it is the only occasion on which he mentions the Spirit in 
connexion with it) “ . . . for the stamp that he sets is not his 
but his Lord’s . . . and because it is not his it drives out iniquity 
and gives the Spirit^.” But against this must be set the lan¬ 
guage that he uses of the two together: “With the external sign 
(ruahmd) he touches the hidden diseases that are within; and 
then he lays on the drug of the Spirit with the symbol (dthd) of 
the water^.” Thompson’s interpretation would imply that the 
seal conferred the Spirit in a sense in which the water did not; 
but Narsai has said nothing to suggest this. 

The evidence adduced by Dix in his pamphlet Confirmation or 
Laying on of Hands ? ® for the meaning (as opposed to the prac¬ 
tice) of the pre-baptismal anointing was drawn entirely from the 
Apostolic ConstitiUions. The literary character of this compilation 
does not encourage us to treat it, where uncorroborated, as 
wholly reliable evidence for the contemporary liturgical practice 
of its own region, and the order of the rite of initiation which it 
presupposes includes in all cases an anointing after baptism. If, 
as Dix assumed, this was a recent addition to a rite which had 
previously lacked it, we must al the possibility that its ad¬ 
dition has confused the significc. .3 attached to the pre-bap¬ 
tismal one. I fact two of the passages^ are cited only for the 
use of the epithet TtvevfjtaTixoQ in connexion with this first ano¬ 
inting, which does not prove very much; and in the remaining 
two, which say respectively “the oil stands for the holy Spirit” 
and “that the oil may be a partaking of the Holy Spirit,” a 
glance at the context will show that the compiler is distributing 
the significances of the respective parts of the baptismal sequence 
known to him according to a private, somewhat arbitrary, and 
not wholly consistent symbolism of his own. A single example 
must suffice: eaxi roivw to fiev ^dTcria/na elg rov ddvarov rov Wrjaov 
didSfievov, TO de vdcog dvrl xatprjg, to eXaiov dvrl TtvevfiaTog dyiovy 
rj aq)Qayig dvrl aravQov, to pvqov PePaicoaig Ttjg opoXoyiag^. 

The evidence thus far cited does not add up to a very strong 
case for the association of the gift of the Holy Spirit with the 
pre-baptismal seal and unction, even if none were forthcoming on 

1 Ib. p. 44, 1. 35. 

* Ib. p. 43, 1. 4. 

» p.3. 

^ iii 16, 4; vii 42, 1 fF. 

‘ iii 17, 1; cf. vii 22,2. 
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the other side. But such evidence there now is. The explanation 
given with such confidence by the scholars named now 
calls for radical revision in the light of the series of eight hitherto 
unknown baptismal catecheses of St. John Chrysostom disco¬ 
vered in 1955 by Fr. Wenger in a MS of the 11th century at the 
Athonite monastery of Stavronikita, and since published by 
him in the series Sources Chr&iennes^. Fr. Wenger, who has 
pressed into service as corroborative evidence other scattered 
catechetical remains of Chrysostom, notably the little-known 
series of three published by Papadopoulos-Kerameus in the same 
year as Connolly’s Narsai^, assigns them to his Antioch period 
and possibly to the year 390. The new discovery has a double 
importance: (1) as corroborating from an unexpected quarter 
the evidence which Connolly had collected almost exclusively 
from Syriac documents®; (2) as throwing light on the significance 
attached to the pre-baptismal seal by one for whom it was the 
normal practice of his church. 

(1) The new catecheses, to v.c evident embarrassment of their 
editor (who makes no allusion to Connolly’s findings)^, leave 
no room for any post-baptip’ anointing or consignation. This 
is the only significant diver^ ^:e of the rite which they follow 
from that expounded, very slightly later, in thr^^ homilies of 
Theodore of Mopsuestia®; the latter has introduced a consig¬ 
nation after baptism, which Theodore associates (whether 
sacramentally or only typologically is disputed)* with the des¬ 
cent of the Spirit on the newly-baptised Christ. But Chryso¬ 
stom’s neophytes proceed straight from the font to the kiss of 
peace and the eucharist: Etr&icog yog dvlovrag avrovg ix xd>v leqibv 
ixeiviov vafxdrcov Jidvreg ol nojgdvxeg Ttegutkdxovrai, doTidCovrai, 
xaTa(piXovoiy awijdovTai, avyxolgovaiv Sri ol ngdregov dovXoi xai 
olXpLdXioxoi d'&gdov iXe^egoi xai viol yeydvaai xai elg xrjv PaaiXixijv 
ix)yri&r}aav xgabu^ov, Mexd ydg xrjv ixel&ev dvoSov eiy&iwg ini xrjv 

^ Jean Chrysostome, HuitCat^ch^es Baptismales In^dites, ed. A. Wenger: 
Sources Chr^tiennes 50, Paris 1957. 

* A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, Varia Graeca Sacra, St. Petersburg 1909. 

* The single exception is the Didascalia Apostolorum, composed originally 
in Greek (see Connolly's edition, Oxford 1929, p. xi). 

^ Wenger, Sources Chr^tiennes 50, pp. 99—101. 

* Theodore of Mopsuestia, Catechetical Homilies xiv 27 (ed. Tonneau- 
Devr6esse, Studi e Testi 145, Rome 1949). 

* For details of the disputants, see G. W. H. Lampe, The Seal of the 
Spirit, London 1951, p. 202 n. 4. 
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XQdjie^av Ayovrai rijv (pqixrifv xal fivqiayv yifiovacnf dya&cjv xai 
rov adifJLaxoQ cutoyevovxai xal xov alfjLaxoq xov deanoxixov xai 
olxrjxijgiov ylvovxai xov Ilvevfiaxoq^. 

This is so far in line with passages from Chrysostom’s other 
writings which see the remission of sins and the gift of the Spirit 
conferred by the single action of water-baptism. Thus in In Jo. 
hom. 26,1* he says: To fjLBv ydq tzqcoxov iXdyexo' *ESayayix(o xd 
vdaxa ignexa ywx^v fcoadiv if otJ di iTtdprj xcbv *Iogddvov ^eidgcov 6 
AeaTtdxrjQf ovx Ixi ignexd yrvxd}v fcoad>y, dAAd ywxdg Xoyixdg xai 
7ivEVfiaxoq>6govg xd Hdvog dvadldcoaiy and in his comment on the 
baptism of the Spirit promised in Acts 1,6 and its apparent 
separation from baptism in water he points out that i(p* rificov 
fjLBv yog dfKpdxega ylvexai {>q>* But the new homilies also lay 
considerable emphasis on the imposition of a hand during the 
baptism: T6xe Xomdv dtd xmv grj/adxcov xov legdayg xal xfjg xovxov 
XBtgdg 'fj iTiKpolxrjaig i(pbtxaxai xov Ilvevfiaxog xov dyiov xal dXXog dvr* 
dXXov dveiai^; as though this imposition had a special part to play 
in the bestowal of the Spirit. It would probably be oversophisti¬ 
cated to infer, as Fr. Lecuyer in a recent article tentatively does®, 
that Chrysostom thinks of two distinct sacramental actions 
going on simultaneously. The imposition of a hand during the 
immersion is perfectly familiar from other rites, e. g. the Hippo- 
lytan*; what is diflFerent here is the assumption that the hand im¬ 
posed at this point will normally be that of the bishop (&oet5g), 
and this may not be without its significance for the absence from 
the tradition which Chrysostom represents of any further 
episcopal rite after the baptism proper. 

(2) What then was the significance of the seal before baptism? 
Its position should first be noted. It follows and is evidently 
very closely associated with the renunciation of Satan and its 
accompanying expression of adherence to Christ; and these, 
according to the evidence of Papadopoulos-Kerameus’ third 
catechesis^, have been moved forward, presumably owing to 

^ Catechesis ii 27; Wenger, Sources Chr^tiennes 60, pp. 148—149. 

* PG 69, 163. 

* In Act. Apost. Hom. I 6 (PG 60, 21C). 

^ Catechesis ii 26; Wenger, Sources Chr^tiennes 60, p. 147. 

^ J. Lecuyer, «San Juan Cri868tomo y la Confirmacion», in Orbis Catho* 
licus (Herder, Barcelona), November 1968, pp. 386—387. 

* Apostolic Tradition xxi 12; Dix, p. 36. 

’ Catechesis iii, Varia Graeca Sacra, p. 171 (see p. 87 n. 2); cited Wenger, 
Sources Chr^t. 60, p. 79. 
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the number of candidates for baptism, from the paschal night 
to the afternoon of Good Friday. The seal has thus become disso¬ 
ciated from the anointing of the whole body, of which, in the 
earlier descriptions collected by Connolly, it appears to have been 
originally the initial act. It is performed by the bishop anointing 
im xov fji€T(07iov T(b fiVQco X(b 7ivevfAaxix(b, xijv aq>QayIda imxidelg .. 
That the aq>Qaylg is in the form of a cross is evident from what 
follows; the unction is a protection against the assaults of the 
devil who has just been renounced; dia xovxo dXslq>ei im xov 
fiexa)7iov xal xijv a(pQaylda imxl^rjatv Iva dutoaxgiyri] xdg Stpeig 
ixeivog. ovde ydq dvxipXirpai xoXfig ogcbv xijv ixel^ev daxgojirjv 
ixTtrjdwaav xal d7toxvq>Xovaav avxov xdg Stpeig^, Chrysostom goes 
on to say that a long battle against the devil awaits the neophyte, 
and therefore the bishop by the unction introduces him as an 
athlete into x6 axddiov to Txvevfiaxixdv^. The parallel passage in 
the catechesis of Papadopoulos-Kerameus explains the compo¬ 
sition of the chrism: to de xglof^a xovxo IXaiov Spiov xal fxvgov 
iaxi, fivgov fxev &g vvfKprjv, IXaiov de (bg d&Xrjxijv^, But of the Holy 
Spirit there is no mention from beginning to end. 

Is this an isolated peculiarity, or is it characteristic of the 
Syrian tradition as a whole? The earlier witnesses to the Syrian 
baptismal tradition cited by Connolly are too brief to be of 
assistance at this point; that is how the problem arose. Of its 
later representatives we have seen that Theodore of Mopsuestia 
has a second consignation after baptism which he, in some sense, 
associates with the Holy Spirit; and that for Narsai the pre- 
baptismal seal has, in some sense, a sacramental character. Never¬ 
theless both these writers continue to use the same imagery to 
express the meaning of the pre-baptismal seal as does Chiyso- 
stom himself. Theodore has relatively less emphasis on the sign 
of the cross as a protection against diabolic attack, favouring 
an alternative interpretation of it as the Christian analogue to 
the branding of a sheep or of a newly-enlisted soldier®. Narsai 
on the other hand puts the resistance to Satan first®, while at 
the same time explaining the seal both as the branding of a 


^ Catechesis ii 22; Wenger, 1. c. pp. 145—146. 

* Ib. 23; Wenger, 1. c. pp. 146-147. 

» Ib. 

* Varia Graeca Sacra, p. 173 (see p. 87 n. 2). 

* Catechetical Homilies xiii 17—18. 

* Connolly, Texts and Studies VIII1, p. 43,1.13. 

7 Studia Patristica VI 
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soldier^ and the anointing of an athleteThere is here a sub¬ 
stantial area of agreement on the connexion of the seal with the 
spiritual warfare against the evil one, sufficient, I would suggest, 
to justify us in regarding consignation in the Syrian tradition, 
even in its developed form, as basically a final act of exorcism; 
and this is exactly the function performed by the corresponding 
unction after the renunciation in the Apostolic Tradition of 
Hippolytus, in which the candidate is anointed with the oil of 
exorcism with the words “Let all evil spirits depart from thee*.** 
It is the same unction that St Ambrose in the De SacramerUis 
(1,4) compares with that of an athlete; if this is another of his 
oriental borrowings, he has at any rate attached it to the right 
anointing. The elaborations of Syrian usage — the use of the sign 
of the cross at this point, its administration in chrism, the reser¬ 
vation of the rite, normally, to the bishop — have not really 
succeeded in overlaying its original significance. 

The verdict of Brightman on the Syrian practice, to which I 
have already briefly alluded, ran as follows: “Another usage also 
appears alongside this [the reference is to the practice attested by 
Origen at Caesarea] in other parts of Syria, a usage perpetuated 
among the Nestorians until the 7th century, which emphasised 
the pre-baptismal unction and apparently transformed what 
was elsewhere an exorcism into the unction of confirmation; 
so that confirmation preceded baptism and the neoph}rfce passed 
immediately from baptism to communion”^. Brightman was 
right about the exorcism. But the evidence of Chrysostom’s 
catecheses puts it beyond dispute that this transformation, if it 
ever took place, had at any rate not done so at Antioch by the 
last decade of the 4th century; and that the accurate description 
of Antiochene practice (and by implication of that of the Syrian 
tradition in general) is not that it had the rite of confirmation in 
an unusual place, but that it lacked it altogether. 

1 Ib. 1.23* * Ib. p. 45,1.10. 

• Apostplic Tradition xxi 10; Dix, p. 34. 

* Cited p. 84 n. 4. 
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If we are to understand and evaluate the thought of a writer 
and his contribution to the general stock of Christian Doctrine 
one of the things we have to do is to try to formulate accurate 
descriptions of the pictures or models or formulae with which his 
mind habitually works. These pictures or models are not the 
same thing as the doctrine or theory which the writer seeks to 
expound with their help. For example it can certainly be debated 
whether Justin Martyr’s overall view of and teaching about the 
status of the Son should be considered as subordinationist at 
all. But it can scarcely be denied that one of the pictures or 
models which influences him is that of the ‘‘Heavenly Court” in 
which God is on the throne and the Son and Spirit are in some 
way connected with “the elect angels” and where words like 
and naturally imply arrangement in a hierarchy. It 
does not therefore follow that his Trinitarian theory, whether 
expressed or implied, is to be understood in a subordinationist 
fashion. The purpose of any full-scale inquiry would be precisely 
to determine how far this and other pictures, symbols and for¬ 
mulae determined and perhaps distorted the theory or how far 
the theory strove to express and take in more than the individual 
picture forms and thought models allowed. In any case a preli¬ 
minary requirement is a detailed study of language and its usage 
in an attempt to analyse out any models or pictures which are 
part of the writer’s mental equipment. In this task it is important 
to realise that it is by no means necessarily consistency of usage 
of single words which is to be expected as the important clue 
but rather consistent re-iteration of a pattern. Indeed, if a word 
has an important role to play in the context of one of a writer’s 
regular pictures or models and also occurs regularly outside such 
a context then the meaning may range widely in the general use 
despite its being fixed in the particular pattern. An example 

7* 
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germane to the subject of this paper would be the word nXdayLa 
in Irenaeus which may refer generally to “what God formed” 
in the sense of “men” generally and vaguely (e. g. Ill 10,4^) 
or the human race specifically mentioned as such (e. g. IV 24,1) 
or even, possibly, the whole of creation (IV 6,2). However, the 
reference of nMofia in the context of Irenaeus’ basic picture 
of the make-up of man which I am about to discuss is to the 
flesh, i. e. the material substance which God formed out of earth. 

I propose, therefore, to indicate the picture or conception of 
the make-up of man which seems to be a stedfast one in Ire¬ 
naeus’ way of thinking. This is not the same thing as, but only a 
preliminary to, any discussion of the anthropology of Irenaeus 
and questions as to the precise role or presence of the Spirit, 
or questions about the developement of man. But it is very ger¬ 
mane to these matters, as, indeed, to Christology. 

The picture is a very literal visualisation of Genesis 2,7 — 
visualised in the light of his interpretation of Genesis 1,26 (i. e. 
the interpretation of “Let us make man after our image and 
likeness” in terms of God speaking to and working through his 
two hands, the Son and the Holy Spirit — cf. e. g. IV Praef. 4). 
Genesis 2,7, we may remind ourselves, reads: xal enXaaev 6 &edg 
rov &v&Qco7tov, xovv djto yijg* xal ivecpvarjaev eig to ngdaconov 
avTov Tcvorjv ^cDfjg xal iyivero 6 &v&Q(o7iog elg yrvxrjv Ccoaav — “And 
God formed the man, soil from the earth; and he breathed into 
his countenance a breath of life and the man became a living 
soul.” 

Irenaeus visualises this quite concretely as three acts on 
the part of God viz.: God takes the material which He has him¬ 
self made (i. e. the soil or dust), then He moulds, forms or shapes 
it, then He breathes into it so that it is “animated”, i. e. made 
alive, given a soul. Thus at II 26,1 he speaks of God as qui fecerit, 
et plasmaverit et spiramen vitae dederit. This is an incidental 
reference where he is discussing something quite other than the 
make-up of man and is therefore of the type which is parti¬ 
cularly useful for detecting a writer’s underlying thought models 
or pictures. A similar example is found at HI 24,2: qui fecit, et 
plasmavit, et insufflationem vitae insufflavit. In a passage of 
Book IV (20,1) Irenaeus is discussing the making of man in 


^ References are to the Adversus hoereses according to the divisions of 
Massuet. 
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denying the gnostic view that man was made by angels. He 
quotes Gen. 2,7, but then goes on with the following threefold 
sentence: Non ergo angeli fecerunt noSy nec nos plasmaverunt 
(so far as usual), nec angeli potuemni imaginem facere dei. Gen. 1,26 
is then quoted a few lines later. This is an example of the way 
in which a basic picture or model is modified for a particular 
argument simply because of the exigencies of the particular 
context. The writer may have no coherent account to give of the 
precise meaning of the modification or of a theory which would 
explain or “unpack” the language which he is now using. In 
this particular case while we can be fairly clear about the ideas 
and pictures behind “making” and “forming” it is also clear 
that Irenaeus does not equate “making in the image of God” 
with “breathing in a breath of life”. This latter phrase we can 
again understand in the light of this literal visualisation of 
Gen. 2,7 which I am discussing. But Irenaeus’ precise conception 
of “making in the image” (let alone that of “making in the image 
and likeness”) is much more difficult to be clear about. Indeed 
I believe that as far as the “first formation” of Adam is concerned 
and with regard to the beginning of the human race and human 
history he never is clear about it. He does not feel the need to 
clarify this just because his basic picture of the first formation 
of man is the literal visualisation of Gen. 2,7 wherein the “image 
and likeness” language does not occur^. 

We therefore conclude in the first place that this picture of the 
three stages in Gen. 2,7 imderlies Irenaeus* thought about the 
make-up of man. It can next be shown that he takes the notion 
implied by nXdaaeiv, nkdaig, nMapa etc. very literally. He visua¬ 
lises the process as the moulding and building up of the compo¬ 
nent parts of a man’s body*. The picture of a sculptor moulding 
his clay is surely very much “in his mind’s eye”. The particular 
importance of this is that he carries on this notion into his lan¬ 
guage about man’s relation to God, the relation of soul to body 
and the participation of men in spirit or the Spirit. Hence the 


' I regret that I have no space either to give evidence for what I have so far 
stated or to develope it further but I must confine myself in this short commu¬ 
nication to an attempt to outline a method of inquiry and to giving the briefest 
of indications of the sort of results which I believe this method will yield. 

* Bones, nerves, sinews etc., cf. e. g. at V 2, 3 and 3, 2; cf. also the whole 
tone of his discussion of the resurrection of the flesh in the first half of Book V 
and his use there of EzekieFs vision of the valley of bones. 
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use of many words in such contexts which mean literally mixing 
or interspersing as well as less concrete words implying commu¬ 
nion or sharing^. This is not to say that Irenaeus has a stoic 
conception of soul or Spirit (a consideration very relevant to 
e. g. Tertullian) — indeed he clearly and specifically rules out 
such conceptions. It is merely to draw attention to a feature of 
the way in which his language works — a feature which, for 
example, is very relevant to Irenaeus’ whole picture of the 
Incarnation. 

A further point about this dominant picture of the make-up 
of man in Irenaeus I have already touched on. It is that there is 
no place in it in the first place for spirit whether with a small 
or capital letter. Again — this is not to say Irenaeus is a dicho- 
tomist rather than a trichotomist (even if the terms were rele¬ 
vant to his manner of talking about man). We are not discussing 
Irenaeus’ overall view of man but drawing attention to features 
of a picture of man and his make-up which is a basic component 
of his thought. According to Irenaeus the “breathing” of Genesis 
2,7 is the infusing of soul and produces the living man (e. g. 
V 7,1). Now this “breath of life” is one thing while “life giving 
spirit” is another. That man could die shows this. Exjmlsa est 
autem 'pristina vita quoniam non per spiritum sed per afflatum 
fuerat dcUa (V 12,1). Where the Spirit enters into man is made 
pretty clear with reference to Christ and his work. It is by no 
means so clear with reference to Adam (although remarks 
concerning Adam being capable of either death or immortality 
presumably mean that he could have received the Spirit if he 
had been obedient). However all the questions which arise 
in this connection need to be considered in the light of the 
fact that for Irenaeus the Spirit is no part of man’s first make-up 

^ As examples cf. Homo est autem temperatio animae et camis: IV 
Praef. 4; the soul as commixta [«i7] corpori et in universum membrum dispersa: 
11 33,1; the reference to the way in which souls — althoiigh they are elsewhere 
stated to be incorporeal — keep the “character** of bodies to which they have 
been fitted: II 34,1; and numerous phrases of the type Spiritus Dei . . . com- 
mixtus et unitus est cami: IV 31, 2; and Spiritus hie commixtus animae uniXur 
plasmati: V 6,1. 

* Note for example: “All who are enrolled will rise to life, having their own 
bodies and their own souls and their own spirits in which they were well 
pleasing to God. But those who are worthy of punishment will go away to it 
a nd they will have their own soul and their own bodies in which they rebeUed 
from God** (II 33, 5). I. e. It is only those who obey God who have spirits. 
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Finally I believe that this type of inquiry makes it clear that 
the primary and automatic reference of nXdafjia and cognate 
words in any discussion either of man or of the Incarnation is to 
flesh pure and simple^. It is by this implicit reference to flesh 
that the language is viable even when, as is often the case, it 
is not mere flesh which is under consideration but the whole 
question of the relation of man to God. That is to say that such 
a phrase as “recapitulating the ancient formation of Adam’*, 
while it refers to a whole doctrine or theory, in the first place 
raises the image of going through in detail the physical formation 
of the flesh of man. What is based on this in the theory of recapi¬ 
tulation or what the Son effects on the basis of efifecting this 
physical repetition is another and greater matter; but the lan¬ 
guage used for the whole discussion is both logically held together 
and greatly affected by this basic physical and literal picture. The 
truth of this needs to be tested out in detail but I believe that 
there can be no doubt that the primary reference of nXdofia is to 
flesh and to flesh as that which is formed from dust and that it 
cannot be pretended that in Irenaeus “flesh” is a circumlocution, 
biblical or otherwise, for “man”. 

It is along such lines as these that I would set about main¬ 
taining that any interpretation and evaluation of the thought 
of Saint Irenaeus must take into very careful account the 
extremely literal and physical manner in which he visualises 
the make-up of man on the basis of Genesis 2,7. 

^ NomerouB examples of this can be quoted and it follows also from the 
whole trend of this inquiry and the whole tone of the first half of Book V. 
A typical series of examples may be taken from V 14,1 and 2 : Nec in stmetip- 
sum reeapUulatus esset haec Dominus, nisi et ipse caro et sanguis secundum 
prindpcdem plasmationem foetus fuisset and Caro enim vere primae plasmationis 
e limo facia est suceessio and Limum enim de terra accipiens Dominus plasmavii 
kominem et propter hune omnis dispositio adventus Domini, 
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In this paper I propose to deal solely with the speculative 
parts of the so-called Evangelium Veritatis^ and their relation 
to the Valentinian system as we know it from the patristic 
sources. There are other, and perhaps equally important, aspects 
to the work than this systematic one, but with them I am here 
not concerned. 

A few preliminary remarks, however, must be devoted to the 
question of its title. Would a writing referred to by its users as 
Evangelium Veritaiis have to be itself the Evangelium of which it 
treats? or, an evangelium at all, a ''gospel” in the accepted sense 
of that literary term? Not necessarily. The book reshit is so 
called from its opening word, which also happens to indicate its 
subject, viz., the events of the beginning: similarly, the Evan¬ 
gelium Veritaiis could bear that name simply from its two ope¬ 
ning words, which equally sound its main theme. Irenaeus, it is 
true, records of the Valentinians of his time that they prided 
themselves on possessing in the book entitled by them "The Gospel 
of Truth” an additional gospel, equal or superior to the canonic 
ones. There is no reason to doubt his word. But this estimation 
by a reverent community, and of the second generation at that, 
is in itself no proof of the authentic purpose of the work as inten¬ 
ded by its author: no proof, that is, of his having meant the title 
in that way, or having entitled it so himself at all. For it would 
be an entirely plausible process by which a name that was ini¬ 
tially no more than a convenience and convention of quoting 
was turned into a signification of the very nature and dignity of 

^ So called by the editors of the editio princeps, who identified the second 
writing of the Jung codex with the Valentinian composition of that name 
listed by Irenaeus, Adv. haer. Ill 11, 9: Evangelium Veritatis, ed. M. Mali- 
nine, H.-C. Puech, G. Quispel, Zurich 1966 (Studien aus dem C. G. Jung- 
Institut 6). 
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the document: the process, in short, from IJegi rov Evayyeklov 
rfjg ^AXij&elag to To EvayyiXiov rfjg ^AXij&eiag. This possibility, 
it seems to me, invalidates one of the two main arguments 
advanced against the identity of our untitled Coptic work with 
the Valentinian “Gospel of Truth” ^ — the argument, namely, 
that it does not conform to the literary genus “gospel” established 
in early Christian usage*. In any case, that usage (which, after 
all, none but we have defined as such by induction from surviving 
material) cannot be presumed to have been so rigid and so pre¬ 
scriptive as to preclude an occasional unconventional employ¬ 
ment of the title in heretical surroundings*. 

At the author’s intention in this respect we can only venture 
unprofitable guesses. Still, it is to be noted that the work, while 
speaking a great deal about the Evangelium, does not in fact 
call itself evangelium. And in view of what the author has to say 
about the Gnosis of the Living Book — its consisting not of vowels 
and consonants, etc. (23,3 fiF.),—it is questionable whether he could 
have conceded to any book in human language, his own included, 
the honour of b eing the Gospel of Truth. But whatever the inten¬ 
tion of the author (and admittedly the plausible counts for little in 
this area), by its literary form the writing is rather a homily* — 


' E. g., by J. Leipoldt, Theologische literaturzeitimg 82, 1957, 825—834; 
and most extensively by H.-M. Schenke, Die Herkunft des sogenannten 
Evangelium Veritatis, Gdttingen (reap. Berlin) 1959. 

‘ The other, and more formidable, argument: that the work is not even 
Valentinian in doctrine — the main burden of Schenke’s thesis — is implicitly 
refuted if the demonstration of its eminently Valentinian character attempted 
on the following pages is successful. — It must, however, be noted that both 
lines of reasoning, while they may refute an alleged impossibility, establish at 
best a possibility, i. e., assure that the work can be, not that it must be, the 
Evangelium Veritatis attested by Irenaeus. Here the question must rest, 
if nothing less than strict proof is admitted in forming a judgment. For my 
part I accept the identity on grounds of probability into which I need not go 
here since the issue is extraneous to the purpose of my study. This purpose is 
to elucidate a doctrinal principle which our document shares with the known 
Valentinian speculation (and with no other known gnostic doctrine) and to 
whose importance in the awareness of the Valentinians themselves it gives the 
added testimony of its explicit emphasis. If the writing was considered a 
“gospel** in the school, its authority in tne matter would indeed be even 
greater; but for our argument that authority rests first and foremost on its 
intrinsic importance which speaks for itself. 

* Of the self-styled Evangelium Veritatis Irenaeus himself says in nihilo 
conveniens apostolorum evangeliis (1. c.). 

* In this I fully concur with Schenke. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



98 


H. Jonas 


exegetic, didactic, exhortative, exalting — on the theme of 
salvation as vouchsafed by the Gospel of Truth: sometimes 
nothing less than a dissertation which develops an argument. 
With that argument we can deal more confidently. 

We are immediately on safer ground when we ask what the 
term evayyd^urif — title or not — means in the body of the book: 
for here we have the plain statement 17,2f. that “the evayyiXiov 
is a revelation of hope”, after it had been said in the first lines 
of the book that it “is joy for those who have received from the 
Father of Truth the grace of knowing Him”, and that they recei¬ 
ved this grace through the Logos who is called “the Saviour”. 
In other words, evayydku}v is here used in the original and literal 
sense of “glad tidings”, not in the sense of a literary document; 
and the tidings are glad because a) they hold out a hope, and 
b) they give assurance of the fulfilment of that hope (hence 
“joy”). Consequently, we may look for the treatment of these 
two themes: the content or object of the hope, and the ground 
of the hope. Merged with these two is a third theme, viz., the role 
which the “tidings” themselves play in the realization of the hope. 

The object of the hope, of course, is salvation, and accordingly 
we find large parts of the book devoted to expounding the 
nature or essence of salvation, which is by preference called 
“perfection”; and since this is a gnostic treatise we are not sur¬ 
prised at finding the essence of perfection intimately related to 
gnosis, knowledge. The term gnosis specifies the content of the 
hope and itself calls for further specification as to the content of 
the knowledge. Of this we shall have to say more. 

It is the grounding of the hope which involves an argument: 
for the connection of ground and consequence is of the form 
“because this is (or was) so, this is (or will be) so”, which is the 
form of reasoning. Its content is determined by the particular 
doctrine in the given case: If our writing is Valentinian we must 
meet here with the speculative reasoning peculiar to Valentinian 
theory; and a conformity on this point is indeed the crucial test 
for the Valentinianism of the whole document. Now it is Valen¬ 
tinian, as generally gnostic, doctrine that the ground of escha¬ 
tological hope is in the beginnings of all things, that the first 
things assure the last things as they have also caused the need 
for them. The task, then, of furnishing a ground to the eschatolo¬ 
gical hope is to establish a convincing nexus between what is 
proclaimed to be the means and mode of salvation, viz., know- 
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ledge, and the events of the beginning that call for this mode as 
their adequate complement. That nexus alone provides an ans¬ 
wer to the question why knowledge, and just knowledge, can be 
the vehicle and even (in the Valentinian version) the essence of 
salvation; and the cogency of that nexus, which is part of the 
very truth that the gospel has to reveal, and therefore part of 
the saving knowledge itself, indeed constitutes the gladness of 
the glad tidings. For it makes what otherwise might be a per¬ 
sonal goal merely by subjective preference — the psychological 
state of knowledge — objectively valid as the redemption of the 
inner man and even (again in the Valentinian version) as the 
consummation of Being writ large. In this direction, then, we 
have to look when asking what not only evangelium in general — 
“a revelation of hope” — but what the Evangelium Veritatis of 
our determinate message may be. 

Here again our text itself gives a formal and unmistakable 
answer. One brief statement of a propositional and syllogistic 
character is followed by the assertion that this is the evayyiXiov 
of Him whom they seek. The passage thus distinguished as a 
definition of the content of the glad tidings reads: “Since Obli¬ 
vion came into existence because they did not know the Father, 
therefore if they attain to a knowledge of the Father, Oblivion 
becomes, at that very instant, non-existent” (18,7—11). So far the 
proposition — very compact and precise, if somewhat bare — 
of which it is then emphatically asserted that it represents the 
gist of the revelation of truth, the formulation as it were of its 
logic: “That, then, is the Gospel of Him whom they seek, which 
Jesus the Christ revealed to the Perfect, thanks to the com¬ 
passions of the Father, as a hidden mystery” (18,11—16). More 
clearly it cannot be declared what the author himself regarded 
as the statement of the innermost secret of his gospel. 

Let us take a closer look at that statement. It manifestly 
has the form of an argument: “Since a, therefore b”, with sub¬ 
clauses on either side: “because (they did not know . . .)”, 
“if (they attain to knowledge . . .)”. Obviously the validity of the 
argument as such is independent of contingent fact. The crucial 
stipulation on the side of contingent fact is in the clause “if they 
attain to a knowledge of the Father”: whenever that condition is 
supplied the contention of the argument holds. The fact of its 
being supplied has indeed the utter contingency of the actual 
revelation “thanks to the compassions of the Father”, and the 
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equal contingency of the individual recipient’s being receptive for 
it. But since by its terms the argument itself is the truth to be 
communicated in the revelation — since, therefore, understan¬ 
ding it truly^ fulfils the “iP’ stipulated in its own context, it 
comes about that the pronouncement of the argument as such, 
the fact of its being made known, also supplies the condition 
of its becoming operative — that is, the condition of revelation 
(that of reception, of course, to be supplied by the recipients). 
This is the refiexive structure characteristic of all gnostic know¬ 
ledge: the availability of the knowledge expounded in the 
message is itself the fact which the message requires for the 
implementation of its truth; or, the communication of the theory 
is the saving event in the practice of which the theory treats; 
or, the gnostic myth comprises its own enlightening role among 
its contents. In our case, then, the evayydhov, as a revelation 
of hope, is at the same time instrumental in its realization. 
Because of this intrinsic assurance of efficacy, “the gospel of 
truth is joy for those who have received” it. 

But do we understand the argument as we find it stated in the 
text? On the face of it the “since—therefore” sequence is so 
obvious as to be trivial: Given that the presence of B (oblivion) 
depends on the absence of A (knowledge), then the presence of A 
involves the absence of B; and it becomes an outright tautology 
when we reduce the term “oblivion” to its basic meaning of 
“ignorance”, for then we get (with “A” for “knowledge”): Non- 
A is the not-being of A, and A is the not-being of non-A. Surely 
this jejune assertion cannot well be passed off as the revelation 
of a hidden mystery and sum up the content of the saving 
knowledge? It follows that there must be more to those 
terms of the argument like “oblivion” and “knowledge” than 
their surface meaning: a “more” perhaps brought out by such 
questions as “oblivion in whom?”, “having come into existence 
how and when?”, “oblivion under what apparent forms not 

^ I. e., with a more than intellectual understanding: the “knowledge** of 
the “argument** must include, beyond what can thus be articulated in speech, 
the ineffable knowledge of the Father, which is mystical, not theoretical, 
knowledge, and requires beyond the revelation of the Logos the action of the 
Holy Ghost. Hence, in the Evangelium Veritatis, not only the content, but 
also the mode of revelation, is essential to the “knowledge**: incarnation and 
passion of the Son make the gnosis which he brings an experience of the love 
of the Father. Only together do the “what** and the “how” constitute the full 
meaning of the “glad tidings’*. 
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commonly recognized as such?”, and the like. At any rate, in 
its condensed form the expression of the revealed mystery is 
itself mysterious and requires a key. A pointer to that key is, 
e. g., provided by the past tense of “came into existence”, which 
points to an event and thereby to a possible tale relating that 
event. This tale with its concrete content would lead beyond 
the barren logical structure and might furnish the key to the 
otherwise cryptic formula. 

The formula itself (thus we may call it in view of its almost 
literal recurrence) is twice more on record, with the identical 
grammatical structure of “since-therefore” and the reference to 
past history: once within the Evangelium VeritatiSy and once 
prominently in the Valentinian quotations of Irenaeus. This 
recurrence alone, even without the emphatic assertion of our 
locus that “this is the evayydkiov'\ would show it to be an im¬ 
portant and as such stereotyped item of the doctrine in question — 
a Valentinian doctrine, by the testimony of Irenaeus. In the 
Evangelium Veritatis the “formula” reappears in the same 
brevity, but with a slight variation of expression: “Since 
Deficiency came into appearance because they did not know 
the Father, therefore when they know the Father, Deficiency, 
at that same instant, will disappear” (24,28—32). From this 
version we learn that “oblivion” (of the first version) is inter¬ 
changeable with “deficiency”; and this very term “deficiency” 
leads us to the fullest extant statement of the formula, which 
was known before and by some recognized as the all-important 
Valentinian proposition as which it is now explicitly confirmed 
by the Evangelium Veritatis, It is quoted by Irenaeus in the 
following famous passage under the Valentinian label: 

“One must not perform the mystery of the ineffable and invi¬ 
sible power through visible and corruptible things of creation, 
nor that of the unthinkable and immaterial beings through sen¬ 
sible and corporeal things. Perfect salvation isthecognition 
itself of the Ineffable Greatness. For since through ‘Igno¬ 
rance’ came about ‘Deficiency’ and ‘Passion’, 
therefore the whole system springing from the Igno¬ 
rance is dissolved by Knowledge. Therefore knowledge 
is salvation of the inner man; and it is not corporeal, for the body 
is corruptible; nor is it psychical, for even the soul is a product 
of the Deficiency and is as a lodging to the spirit. Spiritual must 
therefore also be the salvation. Through knowledge, then, is 
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saved the inner, spiritual man: so that to us suffices the know¬ 
ledge of universal Being: this is the true salvation” (Adv, 
haer, I 21,4). 

To the statement as a whole we shall return. At the moment 
we concentrate on the one sentence containing the “formula”. 
In this slightly fuller version it adds one important item to the 
elliptic versions offered by the Evangelium Veritatis: it does not 
simply state that, since through not-Knowing Deficiency (etc.) 
came into being, Deficiency will cease with the advent of Know¬ 
ledge, but it speaks ofasystem {avaraaig) originating from the 
Ignorance and of its dissolution by Knowledge. This sounds 
much less tautological than the elliptic version. The reader of 
Irenaeus, of course, knows from what went before in his grand 
account of Valentinian speculation that the “system” in question 
is nothing less than this world, the cosmos, the whole realm of 
matter in all its elements, fire, air, water, earth, which only seem 
to be substances in their own right but are in truth by-products 
and expressions of spiritual processes or states: knowing this he 
can understand the argument of the formula which otherwise, 
by the mere terms of its language, would not be understandable 
even in this fuller version. The reader of Irenaeus knows further 
(what is equally indispensable for understanding the formula) 
that the Ignorance and Passion here named are not ordinary 
ignorance and ordinary passion as in us, but Ignorance and 
Passion writ large, on a metaphysical scale and at the origin of 
things: that far from being mere abstracts they denote concrete 
events and entities of the cosmogonic myth: that the subjective 
states they apparently name, being those of divine powers, have 
objective efficacy, and an efficacy on the scale of the inner life 
whereof they are states — the inner life of divinity — and there¬ 
fore can be the ground of such substantive, total realities as 
cosmos and matter. In short, the premiss of the formula, presup¬ 
posed by it and required for the understanding of it, is the 
complete Valentinian mythos, of which the formula is in fact the 
epitome — that speculation on the beginnings of things that was 
developed in the tale of the Pleroma, the Sophia, and the Demi¬ 
urge. Of this premiss, even of several versions of it, the reader 
of Irenaeus is possessed when he comes to the passage in question. 

Is the reader of the Evangelium Veritatis in the same position — 
assuming that he has nothing but the Evangelium Veritatis itself 
to go by ? The question aims at determining whether the Evan- 
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gelium Veritaiis is a self-contained entity supplying its own pre¬ 
misses, or whether in its conception as well as in its intention it 
implies a doctrine, available explicitly elsewhere, whose know¬ 
ledge it takes for granted in its readers. An answer, one way or 
another, would be of importance for diagnosing the nature of the 
whole document, the character of its esotericity, the position it 
occupies in the genetics and systematics of Valentinian thought. 

To ask how the reader of it is placed amounts to asking whether 
the tale of the beginnings to which the formula refers is spelled 
out in the Gospel itself. The answer to this is “yes and no”. The 
tale is offered and withheld at the same time, its essentials are 
recounted for those who already know but tantalizingly veiled 
for those who do not. Let us look at the evidence. The following 
is a quotation, in their order of occurrence, of the several passages 
in the Evangelium Veritaiis that deal with the primordial past 
and — using the argument of the “formula” — with the eschatolo¬ 
gical future as its counterpoint. 

p. 17, 5— 6 “The All was searching for Him from whom it had 
7—21 come forth, . . . that incomprehensible, unthinkable 
one who is superior to all thought. The Ignorance 
concerning the Father produced Anguish and 
Terror. And the Anguish became dense like a fog 
so that no one could see. Thus Error {nXdvrj) gained 
strength. It elaborated its matter (i^kr}) in the void^ 
without knowing the Truth. It applied itself to the 
fashioning of a formation (7ikdajLia)y exerting itself to 

23—25 produce in beauty the substitute of Truth_They 

were a Nothing, that Anguish and that Oblivion 
29—36 and that formation of Falsehood. . . . Not having 
thus any root Error was immersed in a fog con¬ 
cerning the Father while engaged in producing 
works and oblivions and terrors in order to 
attract, by their means, those of the Middle and to 
p. 18, 1—16 imprison them. . . . Oblivion did not originate close 
to* the Father although it did originate because of 
Him. On the contrary, what originates in Him is the 
Knowledge which was revealed so that the Oblivion 


^ Schenke tr.; in folly, vanity (in Torheit). 
• Or; with. 
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should be dissolved and they might know the Father. 
Since Oblivion came into existence because they did 
not know the Father, therefore if they attain to a 
knowledge of the Father, Oblivion becomes, at that 
very instant, non-existent. That, then, is the 
Gospel of Him whom they seek, which Jesus the 
Christ revealed to the Perfect, thanks to the com- 
p. 18,35—38 passions of the Father, as a hidden mystery.. .. The 
All is in want of [the Father] for he retained in 
Himself their perfection which he had not accorded 
p. 19,3— 7 to the All. . . He retained their perfection in Him¬ 
self (and) accorded it to them (later) in order that 
they should return to Him and should know Him 
15—17 through a knowledge unique in perfection. ... For of 
what was the All in want if not of the knowledge of 
p. 21,8—11 the Father? . . . Since the perfection of the All is 
in the Father, it is necessary for the All to reascend 
p. 22,23—33 towards Him. . . . They had strayed [from their 
places] when they received Error {nkavr]) because 
of the Depth of Him who encompasses all spaces . . . 
It was a great marvel that they were in the Father 
without knowing Him and that it was possible for 
them to escape outside by their own will because they 
could not understand and know Him in whom they 
37—p. 23,1 were. . . . Such is the Knowledge of this living 
Book which He revealed to the Aeons in the 
p. 24,11—24 end . . . [The Father] reveals that of Himself which 
was hidden — that of Himself which was hidden was 
His Son — so that, through the compassions of the 
Father, the Aeons may know Him and cease their 
toiling in search of Him, reposing in Him (and) 
knowing the repose to consist in this that by filling 
Deficiency he (the Son?) has abolished Shape 
its (Deficiency’s) Shape is the world (xoo- 
fiog), to which he (the Son?) had been subjected. 
28—p. 25,19 ... Since Deficiency came into appearance because 
they did not know the Father, therefore when they 
know the Father, Deficiency, at that same instant, 
will disappear. As a person’s ignorance, at the 
moment when he comes to know, dissolves of its 
own accord; as darkness dissolves at the appearance 
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of light: so also Deficiency is dissolved with the 
advent of Perfection. Surely from there on Shape 
is no longer apparent but will dissolve in fusion 
with Unity ... at the moment when Unity shall 
perfect the spaces (= Aeons?). [So also]^ through 
Unity shall each one (of us) receive himself back. 
Through knowledge he shall purge himself of diver¬ 
sity to Unity, by consuming the matter within 
himself like a fiame, darkness by light, and death by 
life.^’ 

This, then, is the account of the beginnings as our writing 
oflFers it, and the spelling-out of the ground of hope that is to 
lend meaning and conclusiveness to the proposition condensed 
in the “formula”. As in the case of the formula, so again in the 
case of its full exposition we ask: Do we understand it? Is that 
account, destined to support a proposition not otherwise 
intelligible, itself intelligible as it stands? I confidently answer 
“no”: suggestive it surely is and intriguing, adumbrating a world 
of meaning which yet eludes our grasp unless we have the benefit 
of extraneous help. We must, of course, try to forget whatever 
we know of the Valentinian myth from other sources and con¬ 
sult the language of the text alone. Now what can a reader thus 
unprepared make of the information that “Anguish” became 
dense like a fog, that “Error” elaborated “its matter” in the 
void, that “it” fashioned a formation, produced works, became 
angry, etc.? that “the All” was searching, that “they” did not 
know the Father? that “Oblivion” originated “because” of the 
Father? that “Deficiency” has a “shape” and is “dissolved” with 
the coming of Plenitude, when “they” know the Father? 

What scanty explanation of this cryptic language the text 
supplies it drops almost inadvertently by the way, and at that 
mostly so late in the account that we have to read it from the 
end backwards to profit by those cues. Thus we do finally learn 
that it is “the Aeons” that search for Him, lack knowledge and 
attain to a knowledge of Him: but this we learn on p. 24, when 
for once the noun is used, after all corresponding statements 
from p. 18 on had over and over again the unexplained pronoun 


' Here is a transition from the macrocosmic to the microcosmic scene, 
from universal to individual salvation — for all the foregoing referred to the 
Aeons and not to terrestrial man. 

8 Stadia Patriatica VI 


Digitized by v^ooQle 



106 


H. Jonas 


“they” — which in turn replaced the expression “the AH” with 
which the account opened on p. 17. As far as the evidence of the 
Evangelium Veritatia itself goes, we might not have known until 
then that “the AH” is not the world, and “they” are not people, 
but that both refer to the Pleroma of the divine Aeons that 
antedate creation. Or, to take another example, we do meet at 
last, on that same p. 24, the key-word x6afjLO(; which retroactively 
secures the meaning of a host of earUer terms which in themselves 
have no cosmological reference: for xoafAoq is said to be the 
“shape” (axw^) “Deficiency”; Deficiency we could equate with 
the “ObUvion” on p. 18 (because it takes the latter’s place in the 
formula), ObUvion in turn is there related to “Error” (jrAdi^) and its 
“formation” {7rAdo’/4a),thisin turn to “Anguish” and “Terror”, they 
again to “Ignorance” — and so the whole chain of apparently psy¬ 
chological and human concepts through which the mysterious tale 
moves has almost by accident its cosmic meaning authenticated 
which up to that moment the uninitiated reader could at best 
divine. He wHl still find himself at a loss how to picture, in the 
concrete, those abstracts of mind and emotion as actors in cosmo¬ 
gonic rdles. With not so much as a mention of the chief dramatis 
personae like the Sophia and the Demiurge the account remains 
elUptic and allusive. Even those sparing cues which we were able 
to glean from the text are not offered there as cues at all, as a 
ddrumernerU for which the reader had been kept waiting. He is 
obviously expected to have known this all along: the terms in 
question occur where they do as a matter of course. 

In other words, the reader of the Evangelium Veritatis is 
assumed to be in the same position as were, e. g., the excellent 
editors of the re-discovered text — namely, weH prepared. Pro¬ 
fessors Malinine, Puech, and Quispel were by no means the baff¬ 
led readers whose picture I have drawn, because they knew their 
Irenaeus, Hippolytus, Epiphanius, Clemens Alexandrinus, Theo- 
dotus. Likewise the intended reader of the Evangelium Veri- 
tatis must be supposed to have been on familiar ground when 
meeting, abruptly in our text, with those opaque terms like 
“Anguish”, “Terror”, and so on, his famiUarity stemming from 
prior acquaintance with some complete version^ of the Valen- 


' It does not matter, which: the Evangelium Veritatis reflects the central 
principle of Valentinianism as such and in this common denominator agrees 
with any version of it. It may well also reflect a particular version, and an 
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tinian myth which enabled him to read the speculative passages 
of the Evangelium as a mere condensed repetition of well-known 
doctrine. 

Now this finding is of some importance for a true evaluation of 
our document. For one thing, it disposes of the attractive hypo¬ 
thesis of Prof, van Unnik that the Gospel of Truth represents 
Valentinian doctrine in the bud, at an incipient stage of its form¬ 
ation, still tentative, undecided, and incompletely articulated : 
that, in short, its relation to the elaborate doctrines known from 
the patristic sources is that of primitive to developed, of simple to 
complex. On this hypothesis the non-mention of the Sophia and 
the Demiurge, as that of the number and names of Aeons, would 
have to be interpreted as due to their not yet forming part of 
Valentinian doctrine. 

An intrinsic reason against this view lies in the literary nature 
of the writing, which we have discussed. The earlier form of a 
theory may happen to be the more simple one (more often it is 
not), but it must be intelligible by itself — which we found not to 
be the case with the teaching of the Evangelium Veritatis. More¬ 
over, it is more plausible for an extract or concentrate to come 
after than before the full substance. Shorthand presupposes 
longhand, as a code or cipher presupposes plain writ: and the 
style of our document is very much that of a cipher. 

An extrinsic objection lies in the prior and contemporary 
existence of a Sophia speculation in the general gnostic milieu 
of Valentinus. Had the mythologemes of the Sophia and the 
Demiurge not been current before, it might just be imaginable 
that he or a disciple devised or appropriated them in a kind of 
afterthought efibrt to clothe his abstract theory in palpable 
figures and images. But with the well-attested hold of those 
figures on contemporary gnostic imagination the opposite course 
is the only convincing one: that Valentinus and his school 
evolved their very doctrine by varying an existing myth and 
giving new turns to the meaning of the older figures — that these 
latter, therefore, belonged to the Valentinian doctrine from the 
outset. 

And, in fact, they are not absent from the Gospel of Truth : 
they can be discovered there when the idea of its language being 

unknown one at that. We must not forget what Irenaeus said about the 
individual freedom of invention rampant in the school (Adv. haer. I 18,5). 

8 * 
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a code is adopted. We have to substitute at certain places the 
concrete Sophia, the concrete Demiurge, and other concrete 
terms of the myth, for the abstracts Oblivion, Anguish, Error, 
etc. Time fails me to show where this can be done with a rea¬ 
sonable degree of confidence. 

What, then is the value of the Evangelium Veritatis for our 
knowledge of Valentinian theory if it is itself only understood 
in the light of what we already knew of the theory from its fuller 
accounts? In the field of universal speculation, with which alone 
we are here concerned^, the Evangelium Veritaiis may well 
presuppose an unknown variant of the doctrine; but a recon¬ 
struction of it from the elliptic and allusive account must at 
best remain highly conjectural. Not conjectural is the concor¬ 
dance in outline and spirit with the general eidos of Valentinian 
speculation, and here the Evangelium Veritaiis is extremely 
valuable for our understanding of that very speculation 
which is so much more fully documented in the older reports. For 
the speculative passages of the Evangelium are not merely an 
abridgment or summary of some fuller version: they point up, 
in their cryptic way, the essence of the doctrine, stripped of its 
vast mythological accessories and reduced to its philosophical 
core. Thus, as the Evangelium Veritatis can only be read with 
the help of the circumstantial myth, so the myth receives back 
from such reading a transparency as to its basic spiritual meaning 
which the density of its sensuous and necessarily equivocal 
imagery somehow disguises. In this role the Evangelium Veritatis 
acts like a pneumatic transcription of the symbolic myth. And 
what is truly of inestimable importance: since its discovery we 
have it on their own authority what the Valentinians themselves 
considered as the heart of their doctrine, and that the heart of 
that heart was the proposition expressed in the “formula”. 

That formula, as we observed, had been known before — 
though not recognizable as a formula — in the famous passage 
from Irenaeus which we quoted. To Irenaeus the passage owes 
merely its preservation, not its fame. He places it, with no 
particular emphasis, at the tail-end of his comprehensive reports 

^ Of other aspects of the fascinating document, not dealt with here, I wish 
at least to mention the mystical rhetoric, the emotional quality of the piety, 
and the rdle which the incarnation and suffering of Christ play for this piety: 
especially in this last reapect the Evangelium Veritatis adds a new voice to 
the gnostic music as we heard it before. 
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on Valentinian doctrine, among sundry supplementary infor¬ 
mation, tucked away in the chapters dealing with the ramifica¬ 
tions of the Marcosians: which inclined students to see in it a 
tenet peculiar to a sub-branch of this particular branch and not 
central to Valentinianism as a whole. Nevertheless, by its in¬ 
trinsic weight the passage has always impressed students of 
Gnosticism. Speaking of myself, twenty five years ago I staked 
my whole interpretation of Valentinianism, the definition of its 
very principle, on the unique importance of this excerpt^. Unex¬ 
pectedly I find my thesis confirmed by the highest possible 
authority. For nothing less does the Evangelium Veritatis than 
state in so many words that the truth condensed in the “formu¬ 
la” is the Gospel of Truth. That the sentence in question had 
the currency of a formula we learn only now from its repetitious 
use in our text. That it was used by Valentinians we knew before 
from Irenaeus. And only Valentinians could use it legitimately, 
for none but Valentinian speculation provided its validating 
context. To show this, let me turn in conclusion to the specu¬ 
lative significance of that formula — the “pneumatic equation” of 
the Valentinians as I use to call it. 

The distinguishing mark of that tjrpe of Gnosticism to which 
the Valentinian School belongs is the bold resolve to place the 
origin of darkness, and thereby of the dualistic rift of being, 
within the godhead itself. Hence issue the various attempts to 
develop the divine tragedy, the necessity of salvation arising 
from it, and the dynamics of this salvation itself, as wholly a 
sequence of inner-divine events. Radically understood — and 
this is how Valentinus understood it — this principle involves the 
task of deriving not only such spiritual facts as passion, igno¬ 
rance, and evil but the very nature of matter in its contrariety to 
the spirit from the prime spiritual source: its very existence is to 
be accounted for in terms of the divine history itself. This means: 
in mental terms; and in view of the quality of the end-product 
more particularly, in terms of divine error and failure. In this 
way matter appears to be a function rather than a substance 
of its own, a state or “affection” of the absolute being, and the 
solidified external expression of that state. Its stable externality 

^ H. Jonas, Gnosis und spatantiker Geist. Teil 1: Die mythologische 
Gnosis, Gottingen 1934 (Forschungen zur Religion und Litcratur des Alten 
und Neuen Testaments, N. F. 33), 206 note 2; 374£. — Cf. Teil 2, 1: Von der 
Mythologie zur mystischen Philosophie, ibid. 45, 1954, 162 £. 
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is in truth nothing but the residual by-product of a deteriorating 
movement of inwardness, representing and as it were fixating 
the lowest reach of its defection from itself. 

Now the religious significance of the whole conception lies in this, 
that in such a system “knowledge”, together with its privative, 
“ignorance”, is raised to an ontological position ofthe first order: 
both are principles of objective and total existence, not merely 
of subjective and private experience. Their role is constitutive 
for reality as a whole. Instead of being, as generally in gnostic 
thought, a result of divine immersion in the lower world, 
“ignorance” here is rather the first cause of there being such a 
lower world at all, its begetting principle as well as its abiding 
substance. However numerous the intermediate stages through 
which matter is connected with the one supreme source, in its 
essence it is shown to be the obscured and self-estranged form 
of that to which it appears to be the opposite — just as ignorance, 
its underlying principle, is the obscured mode of its opposite, 
knowledge. For knowledge is the original condition of the ab¬ 
solute, the primary fact; and ignorance is not simply the neutral 
absence of it in a subject unrelated to knowledge but a distur¬ 
bance befalling a part of the Absolute, arising out of its own 
motivations and resulting in the negative condition still related 
to the original one in that it represents the loss or perversion of it. 
Ignorance is thus a derivative state, therefore revocable — and 
so is its external manifestation or hypostatized product: materia¬ 
lity. 

But if this is the ontological function of “ignorance”, then 
“knowledge” too assumes an ontological status far exceeding 
any merely moral and psychological importance that might 
be accorded it. And the redemptional claim made on its behalf 
in all gnostic religion receives here a metaphysical grounding in 
the doctrine of total existence which makes it convincingly the 
sole and sufficient vehicle of salvation, and this salvation itself 
in each soul a cosmic event. For if not only the spiritual con¬ 
dition of the human person but also the physical condition and 
very existence of the universe are constituted by the results of 
ignorance and as a substantialization of ignorance, then every 
individual illumination by “knowledge” helps to abolish again 
the total system sustained by that principle. And, as such 
knowing finally transposes the individual self to the divine realm, 
it also plays its part in reintegrating the impaired godhead itself. 
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Thus this type of solution of the problem of first beginnings 
and of the causes of dualism establishes the absolute position 
of gnosis in the soteriological scheme. From being a qualifying 
condition for salvation, still requiring the assistance of sacra¬ 
ments and rites, it becomes the adequate form of salvation itself. 
An original aspiration of all gnostic thought comes here to 
fruition. That knowledge affects not only the knower but the 
known itself: that by every “private” act of knowledge the 
objective ground of being is moved and modified: that subject 
and object are the same in essence — these are tenets of a mystical 
conception of “knowledge” which yet can have a rational basis 
in the proper metaphysical premisses. With the proud sense that 
their system had in fact solved the speculative task and did 
provide the theoretical basis for the mystical sufficiency of 
“gnosis alone”, the Valentinians — and only the Valentinians — 
could speak as they did in the passage quoted from Irenaeus, 
and the same consideration applies to its parallels in the Evan- 
gelium VerikUis. Of the former, which in virtue of the identical 
formula can speak for the latter as well, I repeat the crucial 
part: 

^Terfect salvation is the cognition itself of the Ineffable Greatness. For since 
through Ignorance came about Deficiency and Passion [all three nouns of the 
clause to be capitalized, as being of the cosmological scale], the whole system 
springing from the Ignorance is dissolved by Knowledge ... Through know¬ 
ledge, therefore, is saved the inner, spiritual man. Thus to us suffices the 
knowledge of universal Being. For this is the true salvation." {Adv, haer» I 
21,4) 

This is the grand “pneumatic equation” of Valentinian thought: 
the human-individual event of pneumatic knowledge is the 
inverse equivalent of the pre-cosmic universal event of divine 
ignorance, and in its redeeming effect of the same ontological 
order. The actualization of knowledge in the person is at the 
same time an act in the general ground of Being. 

That, then, is the Gospel of Truth. 
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Saint Cyrille d’AIexandrie aux prises avec la «communi* 
cation des idiomes» avant 428 dans ses ouvrages antiariens 

G. JouASSARD, Lyon 


Saint Cyrille d’AIexandrie a redige avant 428/429^ trois ou¬ 
vrages centre les Ariens, soit chronologiquement, dans I’ordre 
de redaction*, le Th^auros^, les Dialogv^ aur la Triniti^ et un 
immense Commenlaire sur Vivangile de saint Jean^. Or, k la 

^ C'est-^-dire avant qu’il soit lanc4 k fond dans la oontroverse avec Nesto- 
rius. La chose est actueUement admise par Tensemble des critiques qui ont eu 
k B*occuper de la question. Subsistent toutefois des divergences quant k la date 
precise de composition de ces trois ouvrages. Dans L*activit6 litt^raire de saint 
Cyrille d’AIexandrie, in Melanges E. Podechard, Lyon 1945, p. 169—174, 
j’avais pr^conis6 les ann^es 423 et suivantes, le Commentaire sur Saint Jean 
ayant peut-5tre 6t6 achev6 en 428 seulement. Reprenant une vue de Mgr. Le- 
bon, le R. P. Noel Charlier, dans Le «Thesaurus de Trinitatet de saint Cyrille 
d’AIexandrie, in Revue d’histoire eccl^siastique 45,1950,25—81, s’est inscrit en 
faux R centre, puis, sous son influence, M. J. Li^baert, dans La Doctrine 
christologique de saint Cyrille d’AIexandrie avant la querelle nestorienne, 
Lille 1951, p. 12—16; tons deux estimaient flnalement que les trois ouvrages 
auraient vu le jour tr^s t6t, avant une s4rie d’ouvrages de type scripturaire qui 
sent eux-m5mes ant^rieurs k 428. Pour de multiples raisons je me crois oblige 
de maintenir ma position, mais n’en ferai 6tat ici qu’incidemment, sans me 
lancer dans la poRmique. II serait d’ailleurs inutile que je m’y risque pour les 
constatations qui vont 5tre enregistr^es, telles du moins qu’elles le seront pr6- 
sentement. 

* Cet ordre n’est pas forc6ment I’ordre de publication. II r6sulterait, au 
contraire, de confidences faites plus tard par saint Cyrille k Nestorius (Ep. 2, 
PG 77, col. 41 CD; Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum T. I, Vol. I, P. I, p. 24, 
29—25, 4) que les Dialogues sur la Trinity n’auraient 6t4 livr6s au public 
qu’apr^s les premidres escarmouches entre les deux adversaires. 

* PG 76, col. 9—666. Pour cet ouvrage et les deux suivants Migne s’est servi 
de I’^dition du chanoine Aubert, Paris 1638. 

* Ib., col. 657-1124. 

* PG 73, col. 9—1056 et PG 74, col. 106—756, les fragments contenus 
col. 9—104 de ce dernier volume, pour les Livres VII et VIII, n’^tant pas siirs. 
Les fragments correspondants qui se lisent dans I’^dition par Ph. E. Pusey de 
ce commentaire (Vol. II, p. 243—334), ne sont pas beaucoup mieux assures; 
mais ailleurs le texte 4tabli par Pusey dans les trois volumes parus k Oxford en 
1882 est k suivre de pr^f^rence; e’est lui que j’utiliserai. 
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lecture de ces trois ouvrages, des constatations interessantes 
sent k enregistrer touchant la ^communication des idiomes»^. 

Cette 1**^® d’abord, que Tauteur y pratique abondamment 
un tel mode de langage, par attribution notamment au Verbe de 
caracteristiques humaines. Nous en trouverons plus d’un cas 
dans les textes qui seront allegues ci-dessous. En void dfes main- 
tenant un exemple remarquable, vu I’enjeu des discussions 
engagees: <(Eu egard k la philanthropie dont temoigne le Pfere k 
I’endroit de ses creatures, le Fils s’est appele lui-m^me ‘premier- 
ne de toutes les creatures’; condescendance pour les 6tres crees, 
il n’hesite point k se ranger soi-m^me, ou peu s’en faut, au milieu 
d’eux»*. 

L’evfique met quelques nuances dans son assertion. Cela se 
con 9 oit, en face des Ariens. Dans la suite du texte, il s’explique. 
Reste qu’il croit pouvoir, mfime alors, utiliser de semblables 
formules. 

Malgre quoi, 2^*"® constatation, il lui arrive k plus d’une re¬ 
prise, au cours des Dialogues mais surtout du Thesauros, de 
lancer des propos qui de soi iraient dans un sens plutot oppose. 
Volontiers il preconise dans ces cas-l& ce que bien vite on appel- 
lera, ce que lui-m6me commence k appeler plus ou moins, le par- 
tage des qxjovaL C’est-i-dire qu’entre les textes scripturaires qui 
traitent du Sauveur, il a tendance & introduire une discrimi¬ 
nation. Discrimination d’apres les temps vis4s, suivant qu’il s’agit 
du Verbe avant I’lncamation, ou, au contraire, du Verbe dans 
rincamation. Discrimination pour le Verbe Incarn6 lui-m6me, 
suivant qu’il s’agit ici de sa divinity, 14 de son humanity®. 

Voyons, pour commencer, quelques passages pris k la pre- 
mifere serie: discrimination d’aprfes les temps. 

«Devant les paroles du Sauveur, il est n^cessaire de rechercher le moment 
dans lequel chacune a dite par lui; ainsi ^viterons-nous de nous tromper. 


^ L’expression, il va sans dire, ne se trouve point chez saint Cyrille; d'04 
ce fait qu*elle figure ici entre guillemets; mais le ph^nomdne en cause est 
oonnu de I’^v^que. Dans les ouvrages de type scripturaire qui ont 6t6 r6dig6s 
avant 428 (De adoratione, Glaphyra, Commentaires sur les Petits Prophdtes et 
sur Isaie), il y aurait aussi des constatations k enregistrer en mati^re de «commu- 
nication des idiomes», mais non pas exactement les mdmes. Sur ce point-14 
comme sur nombre d’autres, des divergences se manifestent entre les deux 
series d’^crits. 

* Thesauros XXV, PG 76, col. 405C. 

* Plus loin, nous verrons meme que saint Cyrille a pu 4 ce propos parler de 
discrimination de ngdawna ou ♦personnages en exercice*. 
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Si done il se trouvait que le Verbe de Dieu dlt quelque part avant I’lncar- 
nation quelque chose de bas k son sujet, qu’on le rattache k sa divinity et qu'on 
se serve de ces propos pour attaquer celle-ci. Que si, au contraire, e’est lorsque 
devenu chair, qu*il s*est exprim4 suivant Tusage humain, afin de montrer qu’il 
est vraiment [et] lui-mdme un homme 4galement, comment ne point rapporter 
en consequence k Thumanite ce qui est dit de rhumanite? Voil^, en effet, oe 
qu’est enteriner le mode de rincamation ., M 

.. . «Celui, de fait, qui n'a point fui la chose mais qui s*est abaisse k ce degr^ 
d*humiliation, ne saurait avoir fui dans son langage ce qui le ferait paraitre 
tout petit. Si done il n’est point devenu homme, qu’on rattache au Logos lea 
paroles de bassesse, qu’on dise que le Logos a ignore, qu’il a eu indigence de 
gloire, qu’il a re 9 U du Pere certaines choses. Que si, au contraire, il s’est fait 
homme, en avant les propos de I’humanite, et que personne n’accuse le Verbe 
de Dieu, comme s’il n’avait point la perfection ainsi qu’a le Pere .. .*» 

.. . «Lors done, va prescrire I’eveque en consequence, que tu entends dire 
au sujet du Verbe quelque chose de grand, [quelque chose] qui lui oonvient ‘4 
nu*, sans qu’il soit dej4 enveloppe de chn' quand il est dit Lumiere par 
exemple, Rayonnement ou Sagesse du Pere, tu ne penses pas k la chair, 
mais au Verbe qui dsns la chair habite; de la mdme maniere, lorsque, dans la 
Sainte Ecriture il est quelque chose qui convient k la seule chair, k la forme 
humaine, ne va point le rapporter au Logos, mais donne k la nature de la chair 
ce qui est son dd .. 

Ces diverses prescriptions et remarques sont parallfeles. Elies 
aboutissent 4 separer nettement divinite et humanite, ce qui 
est rapporte 4 celle-14 et ce qu’il faut attribuer 4 celle-ci. D’ob 
cette application du principe 4Lc. 2,52: «En consequence, lors- 
qu’on dit: Il aprogresse, ce n’est point la Sagesse qui en elle-mfime 
aurait progresse en tant qu’elle est Sagesse, mais Thumanite 
[a progresse] en sagesse, [humanite] illuminee petit 4 petit et 
mise en valeur par cette [Sagesse] . . .»^. 

A quoi tend cette polemique? A mettre bas rargumentation 
arienne. Ainsi tr4s specialement pour ce qui regarde le progres 
en sagesse. Cette argumentation avait dans le cas ete resumee 
comme suit par Cyrille®: «J’ai oui dire . . ., le recevant de la 
Sainte Ecriture, ceci precisement que le Verbe de Dieu, une fois 
devenu homme, a ete appele Jesus. C’est done lui [Verbe], qui a 
progresse. Car ne viens pas me diviser le Christ; celui-ci est un, 
Paul le proclame. Que s’il a progresse, c’est qu’au fur et 4 mesure 
il a manifestement beneficie [de choses] re 9 ues. Done [il est] 

1 Th^sauros XXII, PG 75, col. 369B. 

* Ib., XXIII, col. 384D-385A. » Ib., XXVIII, col. 429 B. 

* Ib., col. 429 BC. Il est d’autres morceaux dans le Thdsauros oh, ainsi 
qu’il en use pr^sentement, I’auteur parle du progres en sagesse comme d’un 
progrds r4el, lequel serait le fait de I’humanit^ en Notre-Seigneur. 

® Ib., col. 428 D. 
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imparfait. Comment, etant tel, sera-t-il k egalite avec le Pfere, 
[lequel est] parfait?» 

Cette argumentation des Ariens merite de notre part serieuse 
consideration. Elle prend appui sur la ((communication des idio¬ 
mes*, qu’elle justifie dans Toccurrence par appel direct k I’Ecri- 
lure: Jean 1,14: *Le Verbe s’est fait chair*; I Cor. 8,6: le Christ 
unique de saint Paul. II s’ensuivrait selon nos Ariens que, lorsque 
Luc ecrit: «Jesus a progresse*, il faudrait entendre: Le Verbe a 
progresse; ce qui constitue une formule-type precisement en 
matiere de ((communication des idiomes*. Consequence qui 
decoulerait de la chose par le fait mdme, selon les Ariens: Le 
Verbe serait imparfait, done non point consubstantiel au Pfere. 
Autrement dit, entre les mains de ces heretiques, la ((communi¬ 
cation des idiomes* devien - ^ne^arme particuliferement redoutable 
k utiliser centre Torthodoxie k partir des diverses infirmites ou 
mis au compte du Rddempteur dans Ij^iriture. Comment 
Cyrille replique k cette offensive, nous Tavoiv^ constatd: par la 
distinction des temps et par une distinction correspondante des 
(po)vai: Le progres en sagesse vise le Verbe dans Tlncamation, 
non le Verbe avant cette Incarnation; il a trait k Thumanite, 
qui a progress^, et k elle seule. 

L’evfique ira meme plus loin dans cette voie, jusqu’& ecrire 
hie et nunc, sous Tinfluence de saint Athanase d’ailleurs, lequel 
est presentement sa source inspiratrice: <A noter. . .; il n’est 
pas dit dans TEcriture: Le Verbe a progresse, mais ‘Jesus’; e’est 
pour que tu ne penses point [avoir affaire] au Verbe 'k nu’, mais 
lorsqu’il est devenu chair^.* 

L’observation n’est pas sans fondement; mais elle ne serait 
pas non plus sans danger, si on se mettait k en faire application 
avec tout ce qu’elle peut comporter^. On distinguerait alors Jesus 

^ Ib., col. 429C. Cf. le Contra Arianos de saint Athanase III 53, PG26, 
(Jol. 436 A B. Dans le Dialogue V de Cyrille sur la Trinity se trouve un d^velop- 
pement analogue, PG 75, col. 933 A B, avec cette particularity que si le d^but 
du texte et le contexte doivent etre lus tels que les lisait et que les cite S^vdre 
d’Antioche, il n’aurait pas yty question d’une consideration di(pvd xai dm)jovv, 
mais d’une consideration dupvd xai duigdawnov (cf. les citations de Severe dans 
son Liber contra impium Grammaticum, Orationis tertiae Pare posterior, 
eSCO n® 102, traduction J. Lebon, p. 23, 29, p. 101,1 et p. 148, 35, en tenant 
(Jompte de tout le contexte et des notes du traducteur). De fait, deux points de 
vue se font jour, suivant que le dpersonnage* envisage est ou bien le Fils avant 
I’Incamation, ou bien le Fils une fois incarne. 

* Le terme durgdowTiov le manifesterait lui-meme. s'il est authentique. Or 
il semble difficile de douter de cette authenticity, pour le texte du moins que 
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et le Verbe, ce qu’a fait celui-ci et ce qu’a fait celui-14, ce qu’ils 
ont de difiFerent et d’oppose Tun par rapport k I’autre. On pour- 
rait fitre aux confins du nestorianisme, j’entends cette fa 9 on 
de voir les choses qui a induit Nestorius k ecarter le Theotokos. 
Cyrille est fort loin d’aller jusque-14 dans notre texte. Bien des 
fois, ailleurs, il continue k pratiquer une ^communication des 
idiomes» normale. Nous sommes quand mfime etonnes dele voir, 
dans I’espfece, de ce cote que je viens de dire de la barricade, peu 
empresse k parler de cette unite du Christ que pronent k Tin verse 
les Ariens en m^me temps que la «communication des idiomes^^, 
et continuer pour son compte ici mfime, toujours dans cette m^me 
ligne oh il s’est situe*: «Que s’il est dit progresser®, du fait qu’il 
a assume ce qui naturellement progresse, c’est-h-dire I’humanite, 
[le progrfes] serait le fait de [cette] humanite; k elle, pour la 
bonne rhgle, on aurait k verser en compte le progrfes. Ainsi, en 
eflFet, chacune des paroles prononcees se trouvera en son lieu 
propre; ni ce qui convient au Verbe 'k nu\ ne sera rapporte k 
rhumanite, ni les choses humaines ne seront haussees au rang de 
la divinite.» 

Pour le coup on s’eloigne vraiment de la «communication des 
idiomes». Et voilh k quoi la distinction des temps mene par 
endroit Cyrille. 

De son cote la discrimination des textes scripturaires suivant 
humanite d’une part et divinite de Tautre dans le Christ n’aura 
pas des consequences diflFerentes. Un risque serieux de dichotomic 


S6v^re aurait eu sous les yeux, car celui-ci discute en fonction de cette le^on, 
que le traducteur syriaque all^gue, sans la transposer, dans sa teneur en grec. 
Ce fait et d’autres particularit^Ss analogues qui se r^v^lent dans certaines cita¬ 
tions par S6v^re des Dialogues sur la Trinity posent meme un probl^me de 
critique: Que penser du grec que nous lisons actuellement dans Aubert et 
Migne de ces Dialogues, puisque S6vdre accepte sans le discuter un texte diffe¬ 
rent par endroit et beaucoup plus difficile k interpreter de sa part? Y aurait-il 
eu plusieurs editions pour cet ouvrage ou bien une revision apr^s coup? 

^ Du Thesauros il ressort clairement que les Ariens insistaient sur les deux 
choses k la fois, tandis que le point de vue de Tunite du Christ est, k I’inverse, 
peu en relief dans le traite, sous la plume de I’auteur, en tant que ce dernier 
s’exprime pour son compte personnel. 

* ™sauros XXVIII, PG 75, col. 429 C. 

* Il s'agit du Verbe. Meme ici, par consequent, saint Cyrille n^abandonne 
point la «comraunication des idiomes»; il la pratique, au contraire, jusqu’en 
formulant des prescriptions qui pourraient Tentrafner personnellement en 
sens inverse. 
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peut en resulter. Ce qu’une second© aerie de morceaux tires du 
Th^auros nous permettra de constater: 

«Les Saintes Ecritures proclament [que] le Christ [est] un: «Un seul Dieu, 
en effet, le P^re, et un seul Seigneur, J4sus-Christ^.» C*est des oeuvres qui con- 
viennent au seul Dieu, que r4sulte oonnaissance du Dieu. Une fois cependant 
que «le Verbe s'est fait chairt, selon qu’il eat 4crit, Thomme doit se manifester 
4 son tour; or, impossible de le voir tel, sinon du fait des nd^ auzquels il n’y 
a rien 4 reprocher, de la chair, et [du fait] des propos [correspondants]; la 
n^cessit^ impose done que soient r^alis^es et dites les choses qui conviennent 
aux hommes, afin que de la sorte il apparaisse qu’en sus [d'etre Dieu], il est 
devenu homme. Cons6quence: en lui les deux sont 4 percevoir tout ensemble. 
Ainsi s’est-il, en homme, inform^ du lieu oh gisait Lazare, et il Ta ressuscit^ en 
tant que Dieu; 4 sa m4re qui disait: «Ils n'ont plus de vin», il a comme homme 
ferm6 la bouche, malgr6 quoi il a sur-le-champ transform^ Teau en vin. Aussi 
bien 4tait-il Dieu vrai dans la chair, et chair au vrai en Dieu. Les choses gr&ce 
auxquelles il devait Stre reconnu comme Dieu, e'est en Dieu qu'il les realise, 
celles gr4ce auxquelles on le percevra, ainsi qu'il est n^cessaire, vraiment 
homme, il les fait et dit en conformant la r^alit6 au plan du myst4re. Qu'on 
rende done au Dieu ce qui au Dieu est dd, 4 Thumanit^ ce qui 4 celle-ci convient 
et revient; de cette mani4re celui qui croit en lui, 4vitera tout scandale et 
toute errew*.» «Les choses de la chair, propos de bassesse, certains s’emploient 
4 les rattacher 4 la divinity du Logos. Dans ces conditions, lorsqu'ils verront le 
Christ faire des miracles en utilisant la chair, que diront-ilsT II a crach4 [par 
terre], fait de la boue, et gu^ri Taveugle; il a ^tendu la main, touche la cividre, 
et ressuscit^ le fils unique de la veuve; de sa bouche il s’est servi pour 6mettre 
un son et inviter Lazare 4 sortir du tombeau. Pour accomplir ces choses, il 
a certes utilise la chair, mais ce n'^taient point des oeuvres de la chair [qu’il 
realisait]. A consid^rer la nature du [miracle] produit, e'est 4 la puissance de la 
divinity que nous attribuons le r^sultat atteint, quoique produit par Pinter- 
m^diaire de la chair; tout de meme, lorsque utilisant la chair, il tient quelque 
propos humain, [il] ne [faut] point rattacher cela 4 Dieu le Verbe, mais, voyant 
que e’est chose 4trangdre 4 la divinity, rapportons-le 4 la chair. Ainsi mettons- 
nous comme en son lieu propre chaque chose produite ou dite, et nous nous 
trouverons d’avoir exempt d’erreur le savoir [qui est] relatif 4 notre Sauveur ®.» 

Les textes apportes jusqu’ici ont presque tous ete tires du 
Thtsauroa, A bien des egards il serait interessant d’en avoir 
k alleguer en provenance des Dialogues sur la Triniti, car ceux-ci 
sont moins influences que le Thesauros par les sources de Cyrille, 
ils apportent un echo plus direct de ses conceptions personnelles. 


^ Cf. I Cor. 8, 6. Ce rappel de Tunit^ du Christ est 4 noter dans ce contexte, 
car exemple plutdt rare de cette esp4ce dans le Thdsauros. Le rappel montre 
cependant que, m^me 4 cette date, le point de vue n"4tait aucunement chez 
Cyrille Tapanage des seuls Ariens. 

* Thdsauros XXIII, PG 75, col. 388D-389B. 

» Ib., col. 388CD. 
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Est-ce pour ce motif? Le nombre est moins grand que j’y ai 
enregistre do declarations analogues aux precedentes. II s’en 
rencontre cependant^, dont celle-ci, pourindiquer ce que I’auteur 
appelle «la voie royaler, celle qui permettra aux orthodoxes 
d’eviter tout ecueil dans les discussions en cours*: 

♦Lore done que du Fils sont dites toutes ces choses qui n*atteignent point 
k la hauteur de la gloire du Dieu, qui ne d^passent pas la bassesse naturelle de 
la creation, ne t*en va point aussitdt, en la mettant k part, penser k la nature, 
indicible dont le P^re est le principe, mais suis le courant dans le sens vers 
lequel peuvent tendre nos considerations; ne rattache pas k la mesure de Thu- 
manite ce qui est en propre le fait de la divinite; n'attribue pas da vantage k la 
nature qui surpasse tout, les limites de rhumanite, comme si ces demieres 
etaient en propre son fait; il y a, au contraire, separation radicale de ces 
choses, comme un coin entre elles deux; tu feras tout k fait bien de le recon- 
naitre, en tranchant; car e’est ainsi et non autrement que par vue de I’esprit 
tu pourras aller sans la moindre erreur jusqu'au fond [du probieme]>. 

Ici, le fait est clair, nous nous trouvons orientes comme nous 
I’etions plus haut avec le Thesauroa, La suite est du mfime style; 
elle comporte repartition en deux groupes de diverses citations de 
VEpitre aux Hibreux^, et cette protestation: «Non elle n’aurait su 
mourir, TEmpreinte du Pfere^». 

De tout cet ensemble, Dialogues compris et Thksauros, il 
resulte que la polemique antiarienne n’a pas ete, en matifere de 
^communication des idiomes», sans consequences pour I’arche- 
vfique d’Alexandrie, pas plus au reste que pour quantite d’ortho- 
doxes du sidcle. Elle les a, eux d’abord, lui ensuite, con¬ 

duits, par moment du moins, dans une ligne que facilement les 
modernes tiendraient pour specifique d’Antioche^, jusqu’4 les 

1 En plus de celle qui a dk}k 6t6 8ignal6e de PG 75, col. 933 A—C, avec lemons 
particuli^res de S6v^re d’Antioche. 

* Dialogue V, PG 75, col. 973CD. Sur cette voie royale, outre col. 973BC, 
voir col. 680C sq., col. 956D et contexte, et PG 73, col. 533 A et contexte. 

* Dialogue V, PG 75, col. 973D sq.; cf. Dialogue I, col. 681A sq. Les con- 
statations enregistr^es (p. 115, n. 1, et p. 116, n. 1) k propos de col. 933A—C 
vont dans la mSme ligne. 

* Dialogue V, col. 976 A. A Pen tendre d’une fa 9 on stricte, la formule serait 
exclusive de la «communication des idiomes*. Le contexte s'accommoderait 
mal toutefois d’une semblable interpretation. Du moins saisit-on sur le vif 
dans le cas comment la polemique antiarienne a pu provoquer des propos de 
cette nature, mSme k une date aussi tardive et de la part d’un bomme tel que 
saint Cyrille. La querelle qui devait se derouler ensuite du «theopaschisme* 
apparait de ce fait dans des perspectives plus complexes qu’il ne pourrait 
sembler. 

® A no ter que I’Edit d’uni m enregistre dans sa finale une tactique de cette 
esp^ce, et nullement pour la bl&mer. En acceptant cette phrase, qui 4tait 
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rapprocher ici ou 14, et eux et lui, de Nestorius en persoiine. Or, 
pour lui, le phenomfene a dure un certain temps, puisque dece- 
lable dans deux gros ecrits de la periode. 

3 ^me derniere constatation: dans le Commentaire sur Saint 
Jean, les reactions analogues deviennent vraiment rares de la 
part de saint Cyrille. Je ne pourrais citer que quelques textes oti 
j’en ai trouve trace, dont avant tout le commentaire de Jean 4,6 
dans le livre II: Jesus assis 4 la fontaine de Jacobet certain 
passage du livre VII que nous a conserve Severe d’Antioche sur la 
priere du Christ*. Encore Tevfique reagit-il dans Tun et Tautre 
cas centre la tendance qui le porte alors; il la trouverait dan- 
gereuse, semble-t-il, dans I’hypothfese oh elle se manifesterait 
d’une fa 9 on trop unilat^rale. Dans un autre passage du livre II, 
le commentaire de Jean 3,13, il reagira plus fort en un sens; il 
justifiera et preconisera ce que nous denommons ((communication 
des idiomes)^. Le texte 4 commenter I’y portait, il est vrai: ((Per- 
sonne n’est monte au ciel, si ce n’est celui qui du ciel est descendu, 
le Fils de Thomme, qui est dans le cieh. Cas tout 4 fait privilegie 
d’emploi par TEcriture de ce mode de langage*. Voici le deve- 
loppement^: 

iC’est le Verbe de Dieu qui est descendu du ciel; or e’est du Fils de Thomme 
qu'il est dit: Il est descendu; [cela], pour ^carter toute disjonotion en deux 
personnages apr^s rincamation; pour interdire k certaines gens de pr^tendre 
qu'il y aurait un Fils, le temple issu de la Vierge, assum6 en vue de I'office k 
remplir, et un autre (Fils), par ailleurs, le Verbe qui proc^de de Dieu le Pdre, 
(exclu [s*entend] ce qui regarde le partage selon qu’il convient 4 chacun par 
nature). Tout de meme, en efifet, que le Logos est issu de Dieu, ainsi Thomme 

addition de demi^re heure k une declaration dootrinale plus courte, Tarchevd- 
que d'Alexandrie s'est-il rappeie que lui-mSme pouvait figurer au nombre de 
ces «theologiens» auxquels il accordait par 14 un laissez-passer? Il serait pent- 
etre ose de le pr^tendre. Mais serait-il tem^raire d*envisager que la phrase 
pouvait s'appliquer 4 certains de ses propos d*autrefois, comme sont ceux 
qui viennent d’etre relev^s? 

1 Pusey I, p. 265, 17-266,19; PG 73, col. 293 A-C. 

* Liber contra impium Grammaticum, Orationis tertiae Pars prior, CSCO 
n° 94, Traduction J. Lebon, p. 60, 21—62, 2. Le texte n'est malheureusement 
conserve qu’en S 3 niaque. D y est question de distinction des temps et des «per- 
8onnages» pour ce qui regarde le Christ, done suivant des perspectives que 
nous avons rencontrees plus haut dans le Dialogue V sur la Trinite, si on lit le 
texte dans la teneur qu’il a chez Sevdre. 

* De ce texte scripturaire Cyrille a fait dans ce sens un emploi excellent 
au cours de Texpos^ christologique si remarquable qu'il a donn4 dans sa lettre 
pascale pour 420; cf. PG 77, col. 569 A sq. 

* Pusey I, p. 224, 14-29; PG 73, col. 249 C-D. 
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de son cdt4 [est] issu de la femme; unique, au demeurant, 4 partir de deux 
choses [est] le Christ, indivisible quant 4 la filiation et quant 4 la gloire sp4cifi- 
que de Dieu. D’une certaine mani^re, de fait, il attribue au temple issu de la 
Vierge ce qui revient au Logos pris ‘4 nu* et 4 part; il fait sien par ailleurs ce 
qui revient 4 la seule chair. Justement il est 6cnt pr^sentement: ‘Du ciel est 
descendu le Fils de Thomme’; et d’autre part, vers le temps de la Passion, il 
oraint, il tremble, il est dans Fanxi^td; comme si [le Verbe] souffrait lui-mSme, 
lui sont attribute les qui reinvent de la seule humanit4.» 

S’il fallait indiquer soit dans le Thesauros soit dans les 2>ia- 
loguta 8UT la Trinity un developpement susceptible d’etre mis 
exactement en parall^le avec ce demier, on serait fort empeche. 
Comme d’autre part le Commentaire de Saint Jean est assaisonne 
de remarques, dont certaines assez vives, centre des tendances 
que denonce I’evfique, tendances k partager le Christ en deux^ 
comme par ailleurs le point de vue de I’unite du Christ est plu- 
sieurs fois en evidence dans le commentaire, alors qu’il Test 
si peu et dans les Dialogues et dans le Thksauros, il parait mani- 
feste que I’auteur aurait pris sur le terrain christologique une 
sorte de tournant par rapport k ces deux ouvrages, soit avant de 
rediger son commentaire, soit m6me en cours d’execution. Il 
continue k polemiquer contre les Ariens. Mais, outre qu’il 
n’a plus tendance k la faire k titre exclusif, outre qu’il per 9 oit 
d’autres dangers relativement au Christ, dans d’autres directions, 
il a maintenant des yeux plus clairvoyants pour discemer certains 
perils auxquels expose la reaction contre Tarianisme. Il ne 
redoute plus gudre en tout cas la «communication des idiomes». 
Il se montre capable d’en esquisser la theorie*. Il a, tout au long 
de ce commentaire gigantesque, acquis un esprit qui lui fera 
aborder dans I’ordre christologique des taches que sans doute il 
n’eut point abordees avec ce mdme esprit k I’epoque oh il redigeait 
le Th^auros . La donnee est-elle sans int er§t, s’agissant d’un homme 
qui a realise ensuite une telle oeuvre dans cet ordre christologi¬ 
que, un homme que beaucoup imagineraient tout d’une pifece, 
representant attitre d’un systfeme dument catalogue? Quand 
on examine de prhs I’ensemble de la carrihre, la realite apparait 
diflFerente. Saint Cyrille a connu, au cours de cette carrifere, des 


^ Cela une vingtaine de fois au cours du commentaire. C’est sous cette 
forme un 614ment nouveau dans les ouvrages antiariens de Cyrille. 

* Il n’en ^tait aucunement incapable dans les deux autres ouvrages. Mais, 
quand il s’y" porte dans le Thesauros, c’est comme instinctivement qu’il le fait. 
Dans le commentaire de Jean 3, 13 signal^ ci-dessus, il en va de tout autre 
sorte. 
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variations, m§me pour la christologie, mdme pour un secteur 
privilegie comme devait dtre pour lui la ^(communication des 
idiomest. Pour retrouver ces variations, en etudier la marche, une 
longue enqudte parait necessaire, car elle devra dtre minutieuse 
et sera forcement delicate; mais le labeur serait payant, semble-t- 
il. On entrevoit mdme qu’il pourrait ouvrir des vues sur Thistoire 
de la christologie antique, non seulement, au temps de Cyrille, 
mais bien avant. 


9 Studla Patristica Vi 
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Among the Fathers Tertullian has a special place as the 
radical exponent of a Christian theology of law. It is, I think, 
agreed that Tertullian’s religion is formed, and his theology is 
dominated, by a fundamental conception of Grod as the Creator, 
the Lord of the Univerae, the Lawgiver and Judge. God’s prin¬ 
cipal attribute, in Tertullian’s belief, is justice tempered by 
goodness as opposed to Marcion’s God of irrational love. 

But where God is thus conceived as the Lawgiver and Judge, 
we know what we can expect. It is a premise from which appa¬ 
rently all the rest follows as a necessary conclusion. Man has been 
created to be God’s loyal subject with duties defined and set 
out by God’s law. The law places the relations of God and man 
on the basis of a mutual, contractual obligation, of which account 
is kept by God who will settle it with just reward or punishment. 
It commits man, quite simply, to do or not to do what he is told 
by the Law, and it commits God to recompense the good or 
evil done with the promised reward or punishment. If man does 
more than the law exacts, such good works of supererogation are 
credited to him as merit. If he is remiss in his duties or acts con¬ 
trary to the law, he incurs by his sin a debt which he may redeem 
by good works or the works of penance. The only motives for a 
good life that are left are fear and hope, the fear of hell and the 
hope of paradise — meins et votum aetemi ignis et regni^. 

The expectations raised by a theology of law are thought to 
have been entirely fulfilled by Tertullian. He has come to be seen 
as the one who, more than any other of the early Fathers, has 
opened the door to legalism — a new Judaism in Christian guise — 
as one of the most ruthless and reckless exponents of formalism 


^ De pudic. (ed. E. Dekkers, C[orpu8] C[hrifltianorum] S[erie8] L[atma] II), 
c. 1,5. 
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in religion of all times, which came from a disposition bred in 
him by his secular past as the former Roman lawyer. This is the 
picture which has been drawn most impressively by Harnack in 
his History of Dogma^; and it has been backed by a seemingly 
overwhelming collection of the evidence and an apparently com¬ 
plete demonstration of the way in which “through the agency of 
Tertullian, by his earlier profession a lawyer, all Christian forms 
received a legal impress.” As examples of such fundamental 
legal categories, Hamack has singled out in particular the terms 
offenders, a key word of Tertullian’s doctrine of sin, satisfacere, 
fundamental to the doctrine of penance, and promereri, carrying 
the doctrine of merit from works of supererogation; and he has 
drawn special attention to the abstract reference to authority, 
which goes together with this legal contemplation of problems. 
As Tertullian has been quoted, “One does not obey a law because 
one finds it to be good and just, but because it is the law*.” 

Thus in Bishop Kirk’s great work on the Vision of Ood it is 
Tertullian who in great part serves to illustrate “the dangers of 
formalism”. He displays the lamentable shortcomings of a theo¬ 
logy dominated by a concept of law which is “an arbitrary rule, 
set out by an arbitrary ruler, to be obeyed without question, 
comprehension or €W3sent, and to be crowned by the promised 
guerdon*.” As Tertullian has been quoted by Kirk, “If we do 
well we merit of God, and he becomes our debtor^.” This is the 
sentence that has also been quoted by Nygren, to highlight 
Tertullian’s doctrine of merit, in the form of “By good works man 
can make God his debtor*.” 

Without any dissentient voice, then, Tertullian’s theology 
appears to have been accepted as a classical example of the 
religion of law, the result of an “outlook which unites Old Testa¬ 
ment nomism and Roman moralism and jurisprudence®.” But if 


^ Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, 4. Aufl., Ill, pp. 14—19. Engl, translat. 
vol. V, 1898, pp. 16—24. 

* An obvious reference, tbougb not named by Hamaok, to de paenit. (ed. 
Borlefifs, CCSL I) 4, 6: audaciam eonstimo de bono divini praecepti diaputare; 
tuque enim quia honum eat, idcirco auacvUare debemua, aed quia deua praecepit: 
ad exhibitionem obaequii prior eat maieataa divinae poteatatia, prior eat auctoritaa 
quam utilitaa aervientia, 

* Tbe Vision of God, 1931, p. 138. 

* Ibid, p. 139. 

^ Eros and Agape, Part II, tr. P. S. Watson, 1938, p. 132. 

* Xygren, op. and loc. cit., n. 3. 
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we take a second look at the constructive elements of this theo¬ 
logy, at the terms and concepts employed by Tertullian, we are 
led to a startling observation. Apart from the terms relating to 
God’s Judgment, all others — and particularly those which have 
been taken to give Tertullian’s theology its legal impress — are 
not only legal terms. Their legal use is only one in a wider range of 
legal and non-legal meanings. One of their distinctive characters 
is also that they apply to the psychological effect which our 
actions have on other persons, or the effect that we wish to 
produce; that is to say, these terms derive their meaning from 
personal relations. For example offendere is to offend against 
the law, but also to offend somebody; and offence comes est 
frustratae voluntatis^. Satisfactio is an institution of Roman pri¬ 
vate law^. But satisfacere also means ‘‘to give satisfaction, to 
make amends, to ask pardon, to apologize”’and/ro/n^o^t^/occre 
equals resolvere, si quid discordiae vel offensae cum fratribus 
contraxerimus^. Promereri, the support of Tertullian’s doctrine of 
merit from works of supererogation, also means “to render 
favourably inclined, to propitiate’.” Harnack’s imposing collec¬ 
tion of evidence is therefore to no point unless the legal meaning 
and use claimed for Tertullian’s terms is critically established. This 
has never been done and until it is done the view of Tertullian’s 
legalism rests on assumptions which have not been verified and 
proved. We have been caught by an apparently obvious meaning 
which Tertullian’s terms seem to possess. It has, for instance, 
been accepted as a matter of fact, chiefly on the evidence of the 
Exhortation to Chastity^, that Tertullian has taught the doctrine 
of merit acquired by continence — that is, by preferring from a 
voluntary choice the counsel to the permission — in Tertullian’s 
own words nemo indulgentia utendo promeretur, sed voluntati 
{sc, dei) obseqttendo’^, But it has never been asked how it can be 
possible for the basis of such a teaching to be laid in a Montanist 
treatise which deliberately sets out to prove that heeding the 

^ Adv. Marc. (ed. Kroymann, CCSL I) I 26, 3. 

* Cf. A. Beck, Romisches Recht bei Tertullian and Cyprian, 1930, pp. 68 
-69. 

‘ Lewis and Short, Latin diet, ad verb, under D 2 b. 

* De orat. (ed. Diercks, CCSL I) 13. 

* Lewis and Short, Latin diet, ad verb. 

* As one can see from the basic study of H. Wirth: Der ‘Verdienst’-Begriff 
bei Tertullian, 1892, esp. p. 9 sqq. 

’ De exh. cast. (ed. Kroymann, CCSL II) I 2. 
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counsel is not a matter of choice but of obligation: man’s obli¬ 
gation to God which is 'promereri deum. 

However, is it not enough for Tertullian to have said “If we 
do well, we merit of God and he becomes our debtor”? But Ter- 
tullian’s actual words are bonum facium deum habet debitorem, 
sicuti et malum, quia index omnia remunerator eat cauaae^,’*^ 
deeds good and evil have God as their debtor because they de¬ 
mand from him reward or punishment for their just retribution. 
This is very different and it invites a second observation. Ter¬ 
tullian is listened to with only half an ear because people believe 
that, without having to pay close attention, they know what 
he has to say. 

What, then, has given us this false assurance which has sepa¬ 
rated us from Tertullian so that we see him and his theology 
as in a glass darkly or as in a distorting mirror, reduced to a 
travesty ? Among the concepts which have never been critically 
determined there is most strangely the one which is fundamental 
to all of Tertullian’s theology, — the concept of law and of God 
as the lawgiver. We speak of “law”, in the abstract and in 
general. But all the time we use “law” in the specific sense of 
formal law, the imposition of a sovereign will by sovereign 
power. This is not “law” but the modern conception of law which 
in modern thought — that is our own thought — has silently been 
accepted as “law” in general, as it is by nature and definition. 
Starting, however, from formal law all the rest follows from logical 
necessity and with the result that the religion of law has forfeited 
all serious consideration. Formal law must necessarily rely 
on fear and hope of reward as the only motives for obedience; 
it limits God’s demands on man to the commandments of the 
law and thus it creates the condition for the acquisition of merit 
from good works. 

A most remarkable illustration of this intrusion of law in its 
modern conception as formal law is furnished by Morel’s study of 
disciplina^. Diaciplina very often relates to precept and law, 
but Tertulhan also sometimes attributes docere to it. But “law”, 
that is formal law, being form without content, does not and 
cannot teach. Morel therefore has found it necessary to distingu- 


1 De paenit. (ed. Borleflfs, CCSL I) II II. 

* Disciplina, le mot et I’id^e repr^sent^e par lui dans les oeuvres de Ter- 
tuUien, Revue d’histoire ecclf^siastique 40, 1944/5, 6—46. 
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ish between a double use of diaciplina as either doctrine and 
teaching or precept and law. 

But for Tertullian as for Gcero or Plato a law which is only 
form and which has no rational content and which therefore can 
only exact a brutish obedience of fear and hope is the law of 
tyranny and the very opposite of the law of God — the law foun¬ 
ded in right reason. 

There is reason therefore to suspect that what we have been 
offered as Tertullian’s theology is largely Tertullian’s theology 
as it appears to the modern mind in the light of a modem con¬ 
ception of law and that Tertullian’s true comprehension of 
religion of law — the core of his theology—still is largely unknown, 
forgotten territory. 
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Nous nous contenterons, dans cette brfeve communication, 
d’etudier Saint Leon le Grand dans la partie de son oeuvre qui 
est la plus connue, sa predication. Celle-ci, nous dit-on, est 
avant tout faite d’exhortations morales et de developpements 
ascetiques. Qu’en est-il, en fait? Et tout particuli^rement, dans 
quelle mesure Leon predicateur nous apparait-il comme nourri de 
TEcriture? Dans quelle mesure sa predication est-elle scriptu- 
raire? 


/. Lea citations de VEcriture 

Si nous examinons les choses d’un point de vue purement 
materiel, nous remarquerons que la courte oeuvre oratoire de 
saint Leon parvenue jusqu’i nous (k peine 400 colonnes de 
Migne) comporte pr^s de 600 citations de I’Ecriture: tr^s exacte- 
ment 592^. Compare au chiffre que nous obtiendrions en faisant 
le m6me releve dans n’importe quelle predication modeme, un 
tel emploi de I’Ecriture ne manque pas d’etre revelatuer. Cepen- 
dant, c’est avant tout la comparaison avec des orateurs de I’age 
patristique qui nous permettra de porter un premier jugement 
sur le chiffre brutal. Saint Ambroise: dans ses homilies sur le 
psaume 118 (homelies dont I’ensemble correspond k peu pr^s k 
400 colonnes de Migne), je relfeve 1338 citations de TEcriture*. 
Saint Jerome: les Opera homiletica recemment publics par le 

^ II ne s’agit ici que des citations explicites de textes scripturadres. 
Migne (PL 54, reprenant TEdition des BaUerini) signals encore 232 autres 
renvois k rEcriture: mais Tinterpr^tation de ceux-ci est delicate, car certains 
de ces renvois ne sont 14 qu’4 Toccasion de faits mentionn^s dans TEcriture 
tandis que d’autres sont des reminiscences scripturcdres ou des expressions 
empruntant un mot ou une toumure k des textes bibliques. 

* Ce chifire ne comprend pas, bien entendu, les diflferents versets du 
psaume 118 commentes p6kr Ambroise. 
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Corpus Christianomm (t. 78) et formant un ensemble k peu prfes 
aussi etendu que celui des Sermones de Leon ne renferment pas 
moins de 1655 citations scripturaires. Saint Augustin: les cinq 
volumes de Migne de la predication augustinienne (environ 4000 
colonnes) contiennent plus de 16000 renvois k TEcriture (j’en 
compte 16302)1. A la lumi^re de ces chifires, il apparait done que, 
si la pr^ication de saint Leon est une predication scripturaire, 
elle Test cependant considerablement moins que celle des autres 
Pferes latins. Ceci ne viendrait-il pas, entre autres, de ce que, 
k la difference des trois autres auteurs cites, Leon semble ne jamais 
avoir commente TEcriture en elle>m5me (nous n’avons aucune 
homelie leonienne sur les psaumes ou sm* les evangiles) ? II y a lA, 
de toutes maniAres, un trait certainement caract^ristique de cette 
predication, 

Les citations de TAncien Testament, dans cet ensemble, 
apparaissent en une minorite frappante: seulement 142 citations, 
en face de 450 citations du Nouveau Testament. Si nous repre- 
nons notre comparaison avec les autres oeuvres dejA consultees, 
nous constatons A nouveau des faits fort dififerents: chez Am- 
broise, 731 citations de TA. T. centre 607 du N. T.; chez Jerome, 
860 de TA. T. centre 795 du N. T.; chez Augustin 5191 de TA. T. 
centre 11011 du N. T. Seul Augustin presente done une propor¬ 
tion qui nous rapproche un peu de Tusage leonien; encore s’agit-il 
chez Augustin d’un rapport de prAs de 50®/o centre un rapport 
d’environ 30®/o chez Leon. Ajoutons que ce faible recours A 
TAncien Testament sera encore plus fortement marque dans la 
Correspondance de saint LAon: 24 citations de FA. T. centre 189 
du N. T. Cette particularite me semble difficile A interpreter. 
Faut-il y voir une trace des luttes de saint Leon centre les Mani- 
cheens qui rejetaient Tautorite de TAncien Testament? Est-ce 
une consequence du fait que la predication leonienne est essenti- 
ellement christologique, comme nous le verrons bientot? 

Dans ce corpus des textes vetero-testamentaires chez saint 
Leon, quels sent les livres qui reviennent le plus souvent? Essen- 
tiellement les Psaumes (70 citations sur 142); puis Isaie (26 cita- 


^ £n attendant les travaux de Mademoiselle La BonnardiAre, j’ai dressA, 
d’aprAs Migne, un relevA des lAfArences scripturaires de la prAdioation augusti¬ 
nienne (citations explicites et implicites). MalgrA certaines erreurs de rAfA- 
rences et un relevA qui n’est certainement pas exhaustif, Tensemble n’en de- 
meure pas moins typique et suffisant pour donner le point de comparaison 
que nous recherchons. 
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tions), Genfese (8 citations), Proverbes (8 citations). Par contre, 
aucune citation des livres historiques. Quel est, en face de cela, 
Tusage des autres Pferes? Les livres principalement cites par 
saint Ambroise sont: Psaumes (267 citations sur 731 de I’A. T.), 
Isaie (88 citations), Jeremie (76 citations), Proverbes (60 cita¬ 
tions), Genfese (32 citations). Chez saint Jerome: Psaumes (320 ci¬ 
tations sur 860 de I’A. T.), Isaie (98 citations), Genfese (63 cita¬ 
tions), Ezechiel (46 citations). Enfin dans Tensemble de I’ceuvre 
oratoire de saint Augustin: Psaumes (2719 citations sur 5191 de 
PA. T.), Genfese (617 citations), Isaie (426 citations), Ecclesiasti- 
que (267 citations), Sagesse (199 citations). A travers des diffe¬ 
rences qu’il n’est pas question d’interpreter ici, nous retrouvons 
done une permanence chez tons ces auteurs, y compris saint 
Leon. Chez tons, les citations des psaumes representent au moins 
la moitie de Tensemble des citations de TA. T.; chez tons, aussi, 
Isaie apparait comme un auteur privilegie. Cette predominance 
^rasante des Psaumes est certainement liee k I’usage liturgique 
de ces demiers; inlassablement chantes et medites au cours des 
offices liturgiques, ce sont eux qui forment la base de toute la 
culture scripturaire des fiddles comme des pasteurs. Quant k 
I’importance d’Isaie, elle est probablement due au fait qu’on 
voyait en lui essentiellement Tannonciateur du Messie dans ses 
premiers chapitres et le prophdte de la Passion dans sa descrip¬ 
tion des souffrances du Serviteur de Dieu. Pour en terminer avec 
les livres de I’Ancien Testament, remarquons enfin que chez 
tons nos auteurs les Livres historiques sont trds rarement cites 
(Ambroise: 37 citations; Jdrome: 44 citations; Augustin: 173 ci¬ 
tations). En cela encore, saint Leon est done bien en accord avec 
Tusage general de I’Eglise^. 

Arrdtons-nous un peu plus longuement aux citations du 
Nouveau Testament, puisqu’elles sont, de beaucoup, les 
plus importantes chez notre auteur. Si nous reprenons une 
fois encore nos additions, nous notons que les livres du Nouveau 
Testament se classent alors selon I’ordre d’importance suivant: 
Matthieu (126 citations sur 460), Jean (74 citations), Bomains 
(44 citations), I Corinthiens (42 citations), Luc (30 citations), 
II Corinthiens (28 citations). Etablissant une demidre fois une 

^ Cette particularity me semble d*autant plus ytonnante et remarquable 
que, cependant, les P^res ne se lassent pas de r^pyter que Phistoire de Plsrael 
selon la chair est une image et une pryparation de Tlsrael spirituel, que 
plusieurs personnages de PA. T. sont des figures du Christ. 
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parall^le avec les autres Pferes latins, nous trouvons lea classe- 
ments suivants: chez saint Ambroise: Matthieu (120 citations 
sur 607), Jean (112 citations), Luc (80 citations), Romains (73 ci¬ 
tations), I Corinthiens (52 citations), II Corinthiens (43 cita¬ 
tions); chez saint Jerome: Matthieu (201 citations sur 795), Jean 
(138 citations), Luc (83 citations), I Corinthiens (73 citations), 
Romains (65 citations), II Corinthiens (36 citations); chez saint 
Augustin: Matthieu (2483 citations sur 11011), Jean (1906 cita¬ 
tions), Romains (1323 citations), I Corinthiens (1214 citations), 
Luc (898 citations), II Corinthiens (477 citations). U me semble 
tout k fait remarquable que nous nous trouvions done ici en face 
d’un usage absolument constant chez nos quatre P^res latins: les 
evangelistes auxquels on a le plus frequemment recours sont 
avant tout Matthieu et Jean; nous essaierons de pr6ciser pour- 
quoi tout k I’heure. Dans les 6pitres, une place de choix est reserve 
k Tepitre aux Romains et aux deux epitres aux Corinthiens: est-ce 
encore ici un reflet de Tusage liturgique? Ceci me parait d’autant 
plus notable quand il s’agit de saint Leon: bien que sa predication 
soit facilement d’ordre morale et par^netique, ce sont pourtant 
les Epitres plus dogmatiques qui reviennent spontan4ment k ses 
Ifevres. Ajoutons, enfin, que Ton ne trouve chez L5on qu’une 
seule citation de Marc et aucune de TApocaljrpse. II n’y a sans 
doute Ik que la manifestation extreme d’une tendance qui 
apparaissait dejd. chez les autres P&res (Ambroise: Marc 3 cita¬ 
tions, Apocalypse 10 citations; Jerome: Marc 22 citations, Apo- 
cal)rpse 28 citations; Augustin: Marc 101 citations. Apocalypse 
56 citations). Toutefois, cette absence totale de TApocalypse me 
semble particuliferement repondre k I’esprit positif de Leon et k 
la mefiance qu’ont toujours provoquee les speculations et rfiveries 
dont le Livre des Revelations avait ete Toccasion. 

Si nous essayons maintenant de preciser quels sont les textes 
du Nouveau Testament auxquels Leon revient plus volontiers, 
nous nous trouvons en face de deux groupes bien definis et 
revelateurs. Le groupe le plus important est celui des textes que 
j’appellerai, pour faire bref, d’ordre moral. Ce sont quatorze 
textes dont la moiti4 exactement sont empnmtes k I’evangile de 
Matthieu et qui, repris entre huit et trois fois, insistent sur les 
obligations de la vie chretienne'. Sans doute un certain nombre, 

^ Matth. 5, 7: beati misericordes quoniam ipsorum miserebitur Deus (7 fois); 
Matth. 5, 9: beaii pacifici quoniam filii Dei vocabuntur (3 fois); Matth. 5, 16: 
sic luceat lumen vestrum coram hominxbua ... (6 fois); Matth. 6, 12: dimitte 
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parmi ces citations, sont amenees par le sujet m^me des sermons 
prononces: six sermons De collectis, 21 sermons De jejunio, 13 ser¬ 
mons De qtuidragesima. Cependant ces sermons ne forment qu’une 
partie de la predication de Leon; s’ils representent, en valeur 
absolue, 40 sermons sur 96, nombre d’entre eux sont extr6- 
mement brefs (en particulier les sermons De coUectia) ; et snrtout, 
ces citations d’ordre «moral» se retrouvent en grande partie dans 
des sermons plus ddogmatiques*, prononces 4 Toccasion des gran- 
des f^tes de I’annee liturgique. Ce choix et cette repetition sont 
done tout k fait typiques d’une tendance particulifere au predi- 
cateur; sa preoccupation, quand il s’adresse aux fiddles de Rome, 
est trfes nettement de les eclairer sur les imperatifs concrets de la vie 
chretienne, personnelle ou communautaire. Cc serait depasser le 
cadre de ce travail d’en vouloir preciser ici les traits importants^. 

Cependant, il faut se hater d’ajouter que Ton trouve aussi un 
autre groupe des citations neo-testamentaires, celles-ci d’ordre 
plus dogmatique. L’une d’entre elles revient jusqu’ik. onze fois 
(Jean 1, 14: Verbum caro factum eat), et neuf autres sont reprises 
au moins quatre ou cinq fois^. A travers ce nouveau groupe de 

nobis debUa nostra ... (7 fois); Matth. 7,14: angusta et ardua via est quae ducit 
ad vitam (4 fois); Matth. 12, 37: diliges Dominum tuum ex Mo corde tuo ... 
(5 fois); Matth. 25,40: quamdiu fecistis haec uni ex minimis fratribus . .. 
(4 fois); Luc 11, 41: date eleemosynam et ecce omnia munda sunt vobis (4 fois); 
Jean 1, 29: ecce Agnus Dei, ecce qui toUit pecccUa mundi (4 fois); Rom. 8,17 b: 
si compatimur et conglorificahimur (8 fois); I Cor. 12, 4—6: divisiones quidem 
gratiarum sunt, idem autem Spiritus ... (5 fois); Col. 2, 9. 10: in ipso inhabitat 
omnis plenitudo divinitatis ... (3 fois); Col. 3, 3. 4: mortui estis . .. cum Christo 
... (7 fois); II Tim. 3, 12: omnes qui pie volunt vivere in Christo ... (4 fois). 

' Ce travail vient d’etre fait par Germain Hudon, La perfection chr6tienne 
d'apr^s les sermons de Saint L6on. Paris, Editions du Cerf, 1959. 

* Matth. 16,16—19: Tu es Christus filius Dei vivi ... (4 fois); Matth. 26,39: 
Pater, si fieri potest, transeat a me calix iste (5 fois); Matth. 27, 25: sanguis ejus 
super nos et super filios nostros (4 fois); Luc 2, 14: gloria in excelsis Deo et in 
terra pax hominibus bonae voluntatis (4 fois); Jean 1, 3: omnia per ipsum facta 
sunt ... (4 fois); Jean 12, 32: si exalteUus fuero a terra omnia traham ad meipsum 
(4 fois); Rom. 8, 32: Filio suo non pepercit, sed pro nobis omnibus tradidit turn 
. . . (4 fois); II Cor. 5,19: Deus erat in Christo reconcilians sihi mundum 
(4 fois); Phil. 2, 10. 11: ut in nomine Jesu omne genu flectatur, caelestium . . . 
(5 fois). 

On aura remarqu4, dans ces citations comme dans ceUes relev^es pr^c^dem- 
ment, un certain nombre de differences entre elles et le texte de la Vulgate; 
retude du texte de I’Ecriture utilise par saint Leon pourrait etre importante 
pour Thistoire du texte de la Bible latine; malheureusement, cette etude ne 
pourra etre faite d’une maniere sOre tant que nous n’aurons pas une edition 
critique serieuse des sermons de saint Leon. 
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textes apparaissent le orientations majeures de I’enseignement 
dogmatique de saint Leon. Ce n’est pas hasard, en effet, si la 
grande majorite de ces citations ont un rapport assez direct avec 
le mystfere de I’lncamation du Christ et celui de la verite de sa 
nature humaine. On sait assez I’importance de cette question 
pour Leon pour qu’il soit inutile d’y insister ici. 


II. Uutilisation de VEcriture 

II est certain qu’un classement brutal de citations scripturaires 
entre citations d’ordre «morab et citations d’ordre «dogmati- 
que» peut parfois paraitre arbitraire. En realite, A plusieurs 
reprises, c’est Tinterpretation de ces textes par Torateur qui 
les inclinera plutot dans un sens que dans I’autre. Un simple 
releve ne saurait done suffire. II importe avant tout d’etudier la 
mani^re dont saint Leon utilise et comprend les textes de I’Ecri- 
ture. Pour eviter de se perdre dans des generalites ou en de trop 
longues comparaisons, il m*a paru preferable de prendre un 
groupe homogfene de sermons et d’etudier le problfeme dans ce 
cadre limite et cependant suffisant. Je m’arr^terai done aux 
dix-neuf sermons De Passione (sermons 52—70), qui sont parmi 
les plus longs et les plus typiques de notre auteur. 

Le releve materiel des citations neo-testamentaires utilises 
dans ces sermons nous donne I’ordre de frequence suivant: Jean 
(32 citations), Matthieu (30 citations), I ^rinthiens (18 cita¬ 
tions), Romains (15 citations), Luc (9 citations), II Corinthiens 
(6citations). Nous retrouvons bien les m6mes oeuvres et, A peu 
de choses prfes, le mfime ordre que pour I’ensemble de la predi¬ 
cation leonienne. Cependant, un fait me semble ici particulifere- 
ment caracteristique. Si nous nous arr5tons specialement aux cita¬ 
tions de Jean et de Matthieu, nous constatons ceci: sur les 30 ci¬ 
tations de Matthieu, neuf seulement n’appartiennent pas aux 
chapitres 26/27 (e’est-A-dire, au recit de la Passion par I’evan- 
geliste); par contre, sur les 32 citations de Jean, vingt-sept 
sont prises hors des chapitres 18/19, oh se trouve le recit de la 
Passion. Une telle constatation me semble faire apparaitre claire- 
ment I’attitude de Leon en face des deux evangelistes dans ses 
sermons sur la Passion: I’evangile de Matthieu est essentiellement 
I’evangile historique; I’evangile de Jean est plutot I’evangile 
spirituel. Une comparaison patiente entre les textes cites le 
ferait saisir d’une manihre indubitable. 
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Quant k I’utilisation de ces diflFerents textes scripturaires, on 
peut dire qu’elle prend, en gros, trois formes diflFerentes. Tantot 
ces textes sont simplement cites en passant, dans le cours du 
sermon; tantot ils sont proposes comme preuves d’une demon¬ 
stration ou d’une affirmation importante; tantot enfin ils sont 
etudies en eux-m6mes et plus ou moins longuement commentes. 

1. Textes simplement cites 

Dans nos sermons sur la Passion, un peu plus du tiers des 
citations neo-testamentaires sont simplement cites en passant, 
sans faire I’objet d’un commentaire de quelque etendue^. Assez 
frequemment, motes ou phrases de I’Ecriture semblent venir 
comme spontanement k la bouche du predicateur, parce que ce 
sont des mots ou des phrases si connus de I’orateur et des audi- 
teurs qu’il est inutile de s’y arrfiter. Ainsi utilisera-t-il, par exam¬ 
ple, I Cor. 1,23 dans le cours du sermon 56: licet crux Judaeis 
sit scandalumy Oentibus autem stultitia, nobis tamen 
Dei virtus est Deique sapientia (Serm. 56,1). On le devine, 
nous nous trouvons ici k la limite qui, franchie, nous ouvre le 
champ si difficile k cemer des citations implicites et des remi¬ 
niscences de I’Ecriture dans un orateur nourri de cette m6me 
Ecriture. 

Une autre occasion pour Leon de citer simplement un texte 
scripturaire sans le commenter sera le rappel d’un fait historique 
narre par I’Evangile. C’est ainsi que, comme nous le constations 
plus haut, Matthieu etant cite surtout dans les chapitres relatant 
la Passion, les textes de cet evangile reviendront pour rappeler les 
differents episodes de la Passion. Le sermon 56, par exemple, 
apr^ avoir medite les paroles du Christ k I’agonie, continuera: 
Dormite jam, inquit, et requiescete. Ecce appropinquavit 
hora et Filius hominis tradetur in manus peccatorum, 
etc. . . ., utilisant Matth. 26,45/46 pour rappeler simplement la 
suite des evfenements (Serm, 56,2). 

Enfin une dernifere manifere de citer I’Ecriture sans la commen¬ 
ter apparait k plusieurs reprises et semble €U3sez caracteristique 
de I’art oratoire de saint Leon. Celui-ci, parvenu au terme de son 
sermon, au lieu de conclure simplement, selon son habitude, 
par une formule liturgique du type: Qui vivit et regnat in saecula 

^ Je crois pouvoir ranger 47 citations du Nouveau Testament sur 128 dans 
cette categoric. 
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sdecvlarumy fait parfois preceder celle-ci d’une citation scrip- 
turaire, que les developpements precedents n’ont pas necessaire- 
ment prepares particuliferement. Voici, par exemple, comment 
s’achfeve le sermon 65: in iUo sumus Deo repleti, in quo crucifixi, 
in quo sepuMi, in quo sumus eiiam suscitaii; ui possimus cum 
Apostolo dicere: Nostra autem conversatio in caelis est, 
unde etiam Salvatorem expectamus Dominum nostrum 
Jesum Christum, qui reformabit corpus humilitatis 
nostrae conforms fieri corpori glorias suae (Phil. 3,20.21) 
vivens et regnans cum Poire et cum Spiritu sancto in saecula 
saecvlorum. Amen, (Serm. 65,5). De la m5me manifere, le sermon 
57 se termine par la citation deRom. 8, 31. 32; le sermon 63, par 
celle de Col. 3,3. 4; et surtout, le sermon 66 par la citation in 
extenso du long texte de Rom. 6,3—8. 

De tons ces faits, un point me semble ressortir clairement: 
faites en passant, mMeesau texte du meme sermon ou venant en 
conclusion de celui-ci, ces citations scripturaires nous montrent 
qu’orateur et fidfeles etaient assez familiers avec le texte sacre 
pour que celui-ci n’ait pas toujours besoin d’explications; c’est 
parce que le texte est familier 4 saint Leon qu’il lui vient spon- 
tanement aux Ifevres et que c’est par les mots m5mes de I’Ecriture 
que s’exprimera sa pensee personelle. Assurement, le fait est 
encore plus notable chez im Jerome ou un Augustin; mais il faut 
souligner au passage qu’il est encore vrai de Leon, bien que sa 
predication apparaisse comme moins scripturaire que celle de ses 
predecesseurs. 


2. Textes utilises comme preuves 

Comme tous les ecrivains ecclesiastiques, Leon a recours 4 
r«argument d’Ecriture». Le type le plus simple (et d’ailleurs le 
plus frequent) est fourni par le verset de Jean Et Verbum caro 
factum est repris sans fin comme preuve de la verite de I’lncar- 
nation du Christ. 

Ce qui m’a semble le plus interessant, dans le releve de ces 
textes utilises comme preuves, a ete de cerner ce que I’auteur 
veut prouver 4 I’aide de ces citations. Si Ton excepte quelques 
demonstrations de circonstance (par exemple, la necessite de 
faire penitence incombant 4 tout chretien soulignee par la cita¬ 
tion de Matth. 10,38: qui non accipit crucem suam . . .; Serm. 
59,4), quelques themes reviennent continuellement tout au long 
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de ces 19 sermons sur la Passion. D’abord la verite de Tlncar- 
nation, verite que Leon doit continuellement rappeler et prouver, 
qu’il lutte centre le docetisme manicheen ou centre Th^resie 
d’Eutychfes. Dans ce but, il utilisera avant tout, comme je le 
rappelais il y a un instant, le texte de Jean 1,14, mais aussi 
II Cor. 6 , 191 , Eph. 6,22, i 15 20 . 22*. 

Autres verites prouvees i I’aide de TEcriture: 
si le Christ a souffert et est mort, c’est parce qu’Il I’a 
voulu, et non pas paxce que les Juifs et les puissances de ten^- 
bres auraient r^ussi k le vaincre d’une manifere ou d’une autre. 
Trois textes sent ici utilises: Luc 19,10^ Act. 4,27. 28^ II Cor. 
5,19«. 

unite totale de volonte entre le Pfere et le Fils, qui n’ont 
done qu’une seule et m6me volonte, mdme k I’heure de Tagonie. 
Saint Leon s’appuie ici sur Rom. 8,32’, mais surtout Matth. 
26,39; en dehors d’autres points sur lesquels je reviendrai tout 
k I’heure, Tutilisation de ce texte presente un cas particuli^ire- 
ment interessant lorsque, voulant le rendre plus clair, Leon le 
commente en citant trois autres textes de TEcriture, cas privi- 
legie de TEcriture expliquee par TEcriture*. 
culpabilite des Juifs dans les souffrances et la mort du 
Christ: ce thfeme est repris jusqu’it dix fois et prouve k I’aide de 
deux textes qui reviennent inlassablement: Matth. 27,26 2 et 
Matth. 27,421®. 

^ Deus traX in Christo mundum rtconcilians sibi; cf. Serm. 63, 1; 66, 2. 

‘ Dilexit nos et tradidit semetipsum pro nobis; cf. Serm. 52, 5; 64, 3. 

’ Christus surrexit a mortuis, primitiae dormientium, Sicut omnes in Adam 
moriurUur^ ita et in Christo omnes vivificabuntur; cf. Serm. 69, 8; 66, 4. 

* Venit Filins hominis quaerere et salvare quod perierat; cf. Serm. 64, 2. 

* Convenerunt enim vere in civitate ista adversus sanctum puerum tuum 
Jesum quern unxisti ... facere quae manus tua et consilium tuum decreverunt 
fieri; cf. Serm. 62, 6; 67, 2. 

* Deus erat in Christo mundum reconcilians sibi; cf. Serm. 66, 2 (cas int^r- 
eesant d’un mdme texte utilise comme preuve de deux y^rit^s diff^rentes; 
cf. supra n. 1). 

^ Qui Filio suo non pepercit sed pro nobis omnibus tradidit iUum; cf. Serm. 
52, 6; 60, 2; 68, 2. 

* Pater, si fieri potest, transeat a me calix isle, expliqu4 k Taide de Jean 18,11 
(caiicem quern dedit mihi Pater ...), Jean 3,16 {sic enim Deus dilexit mundum 
ut FUium suum unigenitum daret), Eph. 6,2 (Christus nos dilexit et tradidit semet- 
ipsum) ; cf. Serm. 68, 4. 

* Sanguis ejus super nos et super filios nostros; cf. Serm. 63, 2; 69, 2. 

Alios salvos fecit, seipsum non potest salvum facere ...; cf. Serm. 66, 2; 

61,6; 68, 2. 
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bien que coupables, les Juifs sont pourtant sauves, s’ils 
le veulent, par cette m6me Passion: c’est essentiellement le texts 
de Luc 23,34 qui le prouve sans equivoque^, 
misericords gratuite et efficace du Christ qui accords le 
pardon A tons et totalement; les preuves donn^es sont ici assez 
diverses; les plus frappantes sont cedes qui sont groupees pax le 
sermon 62,4*. 

On voit done nettement, par le simple enonce des verites que 
Leon tient ainsi A prouver A Taide de TEcriture, reparaitre tout 
au long de la predication sur la Passion des preoccupations tou- 
jours identiques: definir clairement et indiscutablement la 
double nature du Christ Dieu et homme, mais aussi exhorter les 
fidfeles, en un souci eminemment pastoral, A croire en Tefficacite 
misericordieuse des souffirances du Christ*. 

3. Textes scripturaires commentes 

Le nombre des textes commentes par saint Leon represents un 
peu plus du tiers des citations neo-testamentaires de nos dix-neuf 
sermons. Quiconque a lu les sermons de saint Augustin est imme- 
diatement frappe par Failure de ces commentaires: ils sont remax- 
quablement sobres et se limitent frequemment A quelques lignes. 
Mais ce n’est, en somme, qu’une manifestation precise de la 
tendance generals de Leon dans sa pr^cation A la concision et 
A la brifevete. 

On ne saurait ici etudier tons les aspects de I’exegAse leonienne. 
Contentons-nous de noter quelques traits essentiels avant de 
nous arrfiter A une etude de texte plus precise. Comme je I’ai 

^ PeUer ignosce iUis quia nesciunt quid faciunt; cf. Serm. 62, 5; 56, 1; 62, 3; 
66, 3. 

? Matth. 9, 13: non veni vocare justos aed peccatorea; Luc 19, 10: Filiua 
hominia venit queterere et aalvum facere quod perierat; Matth. 9, 3: conatana 
eatOy filiy remittuntur tibi peccata tua; Jean 8, 11: Nec ego te condemnabo ... 

* En ce qui concerne la place donn^e, dans les sermons qui nous int4r- 
essent, k la controverse avec les Juifs, il est difficile d*en voir la port4e exacte 
aussi longtemps qu*on n*aura pas d^termin^ si L4on, dans ces d^veloppements, 
vise directement des Juifs vivant actuellement k Rome ou s’il ne fait que re- 
prendre un th^me oratoire traditionellement li6 au commentaire du r6cit de la 
Passion. J'inclinerai volontiers vers la premiere interpretation; mais nous 
manquons encore de preuves decisives concemant la presence effective d'une 
importante communaute Juive k Rome au milieu du siede. Of., sur ce 
sujet: B. Blumenkranz, Les auteurs chretiens du Moyen-Age sur les Juifs et 
le Judaisme, dans Revue des Etudes Juives, Nouvelle s6rie t. IX, 1948/49, 
21-24. 
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de]k note en passant, Leon aimera k expliquer rEcriture par 
TEcriture. Ainsi I Cor. 7,19^ sera explique k Taide de Gal. 3,27 
—29* dans le sermon 63,2; ou encore la promesse de Matth. 28,20* 
sera commentee par Col. 1,18—20^ au paragraphe suivant du 
m6me sermon 63. L’exegfese elle-m6me des textes ou des mots 
apparait comme assez souple. Dans le texte de Jean 12,32: cum 
exaUcUv^s fuero, omnia trdham admeipsum, le mot ^raAam est glose 
dans le sermon 66,2: totum (veteris Testamenti) in Christi sacra- 
merUa transiit^; cependant que dans le sermon 57,4 le m6me mot 
traham est I’occasion d’un long et trfes beau developpement sur le 
fait que rien ne demeure etranger au mystfere de la Croix: nihil 
ab iUo supjjlicio liberum fuit. Hoc in communionem sui et terram 
traxit et caelum . . Un dernier trait qui frappe dans Failure 
generale de cette explication de TEcriture: c’est le peu de place 
qu’y occupe une exeg^se allegorique; Ik encore, le contraste est 
particuliferement frappant quand on compare ces sermons avec 
ceux de saint Ambroise ou de saint Augustin. Les quelques essais 
de recours k I’allegor^e sont vraiment rares et tr^s discrete. On 
peut noter comme caracteristique de cette discretion le commen- 
taire du mot mane (de Matth. 27,1: mane autem facto concilium 
inierunt principes sacerdotum .. .) dans le sermon 64: Hoc mane, 
Jvdaei, non ortus veins lucis contigit, sed occasus, nec vestris oevlis 
solitus dies prodiit, sed impiis mentibus nox tetrae caecitatis incu- 
buit^. En fait, I’essentieldeTexegfese de Leon est ailleurs et repond 
k une toute autre orientation de pensee. 

Pour le mieux saisir, j’etudierai plus specialement I’exegfese 
d’un seul texte scripturaire. Frequemment repris et commente 
au cours des sermons sur la Passion, il me semble un bon temoin 
de la manifere de proceder de saint Leon. II s’agit du verset 39 du 
chapitre 26 de I’evangile de saint Matthieu: Pater si fieri potest, 
transeat a me calix iste. Verumiamen non sicut ego volo, sed sicut 


^ Circumcisio nihil est et praepvtium nihil est, sed ebservatio rnandatorum Dei, 

* Quicumqtie enim in Christo baptizati estis, Christum induistis. Non est 
Judaeus neque OraecuSy non est servus neque liber, non est masculus neque 
femina, Omnis enim unum estis in Christo ... 

^ Ecce vobiscum sum omnibus diebus usque ad consummationem saectdi, 

^ Ipse est caput corporis Ecclesiae, qui est principium, primogenitus ex mor^ 
tuis: ut sit in omnibus ipse primatum tenens. Quia in ipso complacuit omnem 
piUnitudinem inhahitare, et per eum reconcUiare omnia in ipso, 

* Serin. 66, 2, PL 64, 366C. 

* Serm.67,4, PL 64, 330C. 

’ Senn.64, 6, PL 64, 321C. 

10 Studla Patriatica VI 
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tu. Pour mieux caracteriser cette manifere, commen 9 ons par 
comparer avec le commentaire que donne saint Augustin de ce 
verset dans sa propre predication. 

Revenant par dix-huit fois sur ce texte de saint Matthieu^, 
I’evSque d’Hippone Texplique k peu prfes de la mani^re suivante. 
En priant: Pater si fieri potest, le Christ laisse parler Vhumana 
voluntas, k la fois pour nous consoler^ et pour transformer notre 
propre volonte*. D’ailleurs il se h&te de nous montrer le chemin 
en ajoutant: VerunUamen non quod ego volo . . .: m6me si sa 
volontehumainesembleprfesdechanceler, il garde le «coeur droit*, 
rectum cor^; de la mSme manifere, le chretien ne doit pas se 
laisser ebranler par I’epreuve, mfime la perte de sa femme ou de 
ses enfants, mais adherer de tout lui-mdme k la volonte de Dieu®. 
Quelques expressions reviennent k plusieurs reprises et en des 
termes presque stereotypes: deipsum in se transfigurabat%, iecce 
ostendit humanam voluntatem; sed vide rectum cor%, tnon resistere 
voluntati Deh, 

Or en face de cette exegfese si caracterisee, quel va fetre le com¬ 
mentaire de saint Leon? Je remarque d’abord I’absence complete 
des quelques expressions ster^otypees signalees k I’instant et qui 
etaient pour Augustin comme allant de soi quand il s’agissait de 
notre verset. Mais surtout, je constate que Texegfese de ce texte 
est d’abord, pour Leon, Toccasion de souligner la distinction des 
deux natures, divine et humaine, dans le Christ; et les deux 
parties de la prifere du Christ (si fieri potest . . . verumtamen rum 


^ Enarrationes in psalmos 21, 2, 4; 31, 2, 26; 32, 2, 1/2; 63, 18; 93, 19; 
100, 6; 103, 3, 11; 144,19. — In loannis Evangelium tractatua 62, 3; 111, 1; 
123, 6; - Sermonea 31, 3; 160, 5; 296, 6; 299, 8; 329, 2; 344, 3; 347, 3. 

* Par exemple: Caput nostrum infirmioribus suis membris com possum est 
ne de se forte membra infirma desperarent, Serm. 31, 3, PL 38, 193; cf. In 
Ioann. 123, 6; Serm. 299, 8; 344, 3. 

* Te in se dignatus est transfigurare ut de iUo loquereris infirma, ut in iUo 
apprehenderes fortia, Serm. 344, 3, PL 39, 1513. Hanc nostrae infirmitatis 
naiuram in se ipse Dominus transfiguravit, Serm. 299, 8, PL 38, 1373. . . . in¬ 
firmitatis nostrae quam in se caput nostrum transfiguravit. In Joann. Ill, 11, 
PL 35, 1926; cf. Enarr. in pa. 63,18. 

^ Pater si fieri potest .. . Haec Humana voluntas erat , . . Sed quia 
rectum corde voluit esse hominem ..Verum non quod ego volo ..., Enarr. 
in ps. 32, 2, 1/2, PL 36, 278; cf. Enarr. in pa. 31, 2, 26; 93,19; 100, 6. 

* Consenti tu cordi Dei. Audi vocem ipsius: Verum non quod ego volo 
. . ., Enarr. in pa. 63, 18, PL 36, 771; Nolebas ante te morifilium tuum, nolebas 
ante te mori uxorem tuam . .. Obtempera voluntati Dei, Serm. 296, 6, PL 38, 
1355; cf. Enarr. in pa. 103, 3, 11; 144,19; In Ioann. 52, 3; Serm. 347, 3. 
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quod ego volo , . .) seront commentees: illtid optavit ex nostro, 
hoc elegit ex proprio ut suscipientis susceptaeqne naturae esset 
manifesta distinction, Ou enc6re, Torateur soulignera tout en 
m6me temps que la volonte du P^re et du Fils est communis et que 
le Fils a pris une vraie nature humaine*. Mais le texte evangelique 
est encore riche d’autres enseignements. Ces paroles du Christ 
doivent nous apprendre quelle attitude avoir dans les moments 
de peur, quelle prifere faire, quelle prifere eviter®; mais surtout 
ces paroles et cette prifere du Sauveur ne nous apportent pas 
une consolation vague en nous apprenant que Jesus a connu 
la peur: elles nous ont ete transmises pour nous guerir et 
nous corriger*; par sa propre crainte, le Christ a gueri la 
notre, nous a merite courage et force dans le danger ou en face 
des persecutions*. 

Une fois encore, nous retrouvons done, lorsqu’il s’agit de 
commenter I’Ecriture, une double preoccupation chez I’orateur: 
preoccupation dogmatique, preoccupation pastorale. H&tons- 
nous d’ajouter que si cette preoccupation oriente le commentaire 
de saint Leon, I’exegfese scripturaire de ce dernier n’en demeure 
pas moins fidfele au texte et ne cherche pas k tirer celui-ci k 
lui au risque de le deformer. Notons, enfin, que cette exegfese 
d’un texte pr^is semble totalement independante de celle de 
saint Augustin: nous n’avons retrouv4 ici ni les expressions, ni les 
rapprochements, ni les commentaires propres k ce dernier®. 


1 Serm.66,2, PL 54, 327 B. 

* Communis ercU voluntas Patris et Filii, commune consilium ... Qui verum 
totumque hominem assumpsit, veros et corporis sensus et animi suscepit, Serm. 
58, 4, PL 54, 3350-336A; cf. Serm. 57, 7. 

• Demonstmtum est quid possit a trepidante orari et quid non debeat a medente 
concedi, Serm. 56, 2, PL 54, 327 C. 

^ Vox ista doctrina est, non querela ... Ad sanandum et corrigendum nostrae 
fragilitatis metum dixerat: Pater si possihile est ..., Serm. 67, 7, PL 54, 
372 A. 

• Nostro pavore trepidahat ut,,, nostrum inconstantiam suae virtutis solidi- 
tote vestiret, Serm. 54, 2, PL 54,321 A. Quisposset superare perseeviorum terrores 
nisi Christus in omnibus et pro omnibus diceret Patri: Fiat voluntas tua 
Serm. 58, 5, PL 54, 336C. 

* Faut-il remarquer que, k aucun moment, k Toccasion de ces commen¬ 
taires du r^cit de TAgonie, saint L6on ne parle de notre participation aux 
souffrances int^rieures du Christ, de la n^cessit^ de nous affliger avec le Christ 
qui est dans Taffliction? Tout au contraire, selon la tradition de TEglise 
ancienne il exhortera ses fidMes k la joie pour le salut ainsi acquis: Oaudeamvs 
quoniam Pascha nostrum immolatus est Christus, Serm. 61, 5, PL 54, 349 A. 
10 * 
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Parvenus au terme de ces diverses remarques et analyses, V. 
hAtons-nous de conclure. 

Bien que ce soit k un moindre degre que chez ses predecesseurs, 
saint Leon ne prAche jamais sans recourir k TEcriture. En le 
faisant, il demeure bien dans la tradition des autres P^res, tout 
particuli^rement dans le fait que les livres de TEcriture qu’il 
cite sont bien ceux qui sont aussi le plus frequemment cites par 
les Pferes. Cependant, dans le choix et dans I’exegfese de ces cita¬ 
tions, il se laisse surtout conduire par les besoins de sa pr^ca- 
tion. L’Ecriture lui est sans doute familifere, nous I’avons vu. 
Mais les textes qui lui viennent aux Ifevres et I’interpretation qu’il 
en donne font clairement apparaitre que domine avant tout en 
lui un double souci dogmatique et pastoral. Si bien qu’on pour- 
rait en definitive affirmer (tout en sachant de quelles nuances une 
telle affirmation doit 6tre necessairement assouplie) que ce n’est 
pas tant sa predication qui est au service de I’Ecriture que I’Ecri- 
ture qu’il met au service de sa predication. 
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The Idea of Reparation in St. Irenaeus and his 
Contemporaries 

Sister Veronica Markham C. H. F., Baldslow, St. Leonards on Sea 


In the writings of St. Irenaeus there can be traced outlines of 
that aspect of Reparation which may be termed Restoration, as 
distinct from Satisfaction and Expiation. By Restoration is 
meant cooperation in the redeeming work of Christ. Every devout 
Christian, by virtue of his surrendered will and his incorporation 
into the Mystical Body of Christ, may take part in this “creative 
activity”. Restoration goes far beyond reparation for the sins of 
individuals: its aim is the reconciliation of all things both in 
heaven and on earth, the satisfaction of God’s purpose of Love. 

Irenaeus may have been influenced by St. Ignatius whose 
Passion mysticism includes a feeling of the sins of others as his 
own and a desire to enter into the interior dispositions of Jesus as 
He moved towards the Cross. Ignatius was moved by the contem¬ 
plation of Christ’s sufferings to offer his life for that unity of the 
Church which he upheld so incessantly in his Epistles. 

Unity in all its different aspects is the key-note of Irenaeus’ 
theology and there is some evidence that he understood the 
secret of Ignatius’ longing for martyrdom: the certainty that 
intense suffering in and for Christ would “by the Word of God” 
grind him down, make him fine, knead him into a perfect loaf 
meet for the Divine Feast 

Irenaeus tells us himself that he listened to the teaching of 
St. Poly carp as a lad so that we can trace another link with the 
teaching of Ignatius. Polycarp’s brief Epistle and the account of 
his martyrdom reflect Ignatius’ advice to: “Have a care for 
union, than which there is nothing better - Bear all men, as the 
Lord also beareth thee”*. As the disciple of St. John he may 
have meditated upon the reparation made by the Apostle for the 


1 Adv. haer. V 28, 2. 

* Polycarp 2, cf. Philipp. 11 (Polycarp). 
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robber chief. Polycarp’s whole life seems to have been offered as a 
sacrifice on behalf of the Universal Church. Before his martyrdom 
he passed his time with a few companions “doing nothing else 
night and day but praying for all men and for the Churches 
throughout the world; for this was his constant habit”Being 
“bound to the stake, like a noble ram for a burnt offering, a 
burnt sacrifice made ready and acceptable to God”, he prayed 
to be numbered among the martyrs and offered his life as an 
oblation, saying: “May I be received among these in Thy pre¬ 
sence this day, as a rich and acceptable sacrifice”*. 

Irenaeus has the same ecumenical outlook as both his life and 
his writings testify. In his theology the Idea of Reparation is part 
of his central doctrine of the dvaxefoXalioacg, summing up of all 
things in Christ. Everything depends upon the unity which 
Irenaeus everywhere discerns: the Unity of God, Creator and 
Redeemer; the Unity of Christ, true Grod and true Man; the unity 
of the race which sinned in Adam and is, through Christ, brought 
into the unity of the Church, welded together by the Holy Spirit. 
Because of this Unity it is possible to speak of a creature as 
co-operating in the work of Restoration and to draw a parallel 
between the reparation made by the Virgin Mary for the sin of 
Eve * and the reparation made by the Saviour for the sin of Adam. 

Christ’s reparation, wrought by His obedience, effected the 
restoration of the Divine Likeness. Through His temptations He 


^ Martyrium Polycarpi 5. 

* J. B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers II1, London 1885, p. 4248s., n. 4. 

* Cf. Justin Martyr, Dialogue 100: “He became man by the Virgin, in 
Order that the disob^ience which proceeded from the serpent might receive 
its destruction in the same manner in which it derived its origin. For Eve, who 
was a virgin and undefiled, having conceived the word of the serpent, brought 
forth disobedience and death. But the Virgin Mary received faith and joy, 
when the angel Gabriel announced the good tidings to her that the Spirit of the 
Lord would come upon her, and the power of the Highest would overshadow 
her.” (Translated in Ante-Nicene Christian Library of the Fathers II, Edin¬ 
burgh 1867,226). Cf. also Tertullian, De came Christi 17: “For it was while Eve 
was yet a virgin, that the ensnaring word had crept into her ear which was to 
build the edifice of death. Into a virgin’s soul in like manner, must be introduced 
that Word of God which was to raise the fabric of life; so that what had been 
reduced to ruin by this sex might by the selfsame sex be recovered to salvation. 
As Eve had believed the serpent, so Mary believed the angel. The delinquency 
which the one occasioned by believing, the other by believing effaced.” (Trans¬ 
lated in Ante-Nicene Christian Library of the Fathers XV, Edinburgh 1870, 
200—201). Eve-Cain; the evil brother, Mary-Christ; the good brother. 
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won the victory amidst the very same or severer conditions as 
those which led to Adam’s fall: presenting to the Father the 
true response of His own handiwork. The devil had persuaded 
Adam and Eve who were not hungry to disobey God’s command. 
In reparation, Our Lord, though fasting, repelled the Tempter by 
an appeal to the Law. ''Thus the surfeiting of man in paradise 
was nullified by the fasting of man in this world” 

The humility of the Lord was shown by His resistance to the 
second temptation. Irenaeus does not draw the conclusion that 
this was a reparation for our pride*, but in the account of the 
third temptation he returns to the thought of reparation, conclud¬ 
ing: ''And thus he repeUed him for ever from himself, having 
lawfully conquered him. And thus the injury done by Adam to the 
Law of God was set right by the precept of the Law which the 
Son of Man duly observed”*. The Temptation is so essential a 
part of the Atonement that Irenaeus can speak elsewhere of the 
Word as becoming man in order to undergo temptation^. 

Our share in Christ’s reparation is made possible by our fellow¬ 
ship with Him and with each other in the Mystical Body, since 
through Baptism and the Eucharist we are made organicaUy 
one with the Saviour. 

In this human co-operation the emphasis falls upon loving 
obedience rather than upon suffering. Three times Irenaeus 
draws the familiar contrast between the obedience of St. Mary 
and the disobedience of Eve*; but the parallel between the 
obedience of Christ and that of Mary is for us more striking than 
the contrast between Mary and Eve*. The Virgin Mary is 
represented as undoing — that is repairing — the sin of Eve and 
balancing the scales. The story of the Annunciation shows Grod 
waiting upon the free consent of a creature before carrying out 
His work of Restoration. 


^ Irenaeus, Adv. haer. V 21, 2. 

* Thus the intellectual pride of the serpent was overcome by the humility 
in a man. 

’ Adv. haer. V 21, 2; Montgomery Hitchcock, Early Church Classics 11, 
London 1916, 122. ^ Adv. haer. Ill 19, 3. 

* Adv. haer. Ill 22, 3; V 19,1. Epideixis 33. 

* Adv. haer. V 19: *'For in the same way the sin of the first created man 
(protoplast) receives amendment by the correction of the First-begotten and the 
cunning of the serpent is conquered by the harmlessness of the dove, those bonds 
being unloosed by which we had been fast bound to death.*’ (Translated in 
Ante-Nicene Christian Library of the Fathers IX, Edinburgh 1869,107). 
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God is the Divine Artist Who takes the lump of clay and 
shapes it into a thing of beauty, meet for the King^. Man, if‘he 
desires to become an artistic work, must render to God that 
which is his own — faith and obedience*. 

St. Mary, by her faith and by her obedience, untied the knot 
of Eve. By her response to the angelic message she became 
organically united with the Word of God, carrying Him as no 
other creature could*. In her th^^ supreme example of co-operation 
in Christ’s reparation is set before us. Trust in the Divine Person, 
the surrender of the obedient will, union of body and spirit 
with Christ through the indwelling of the Holy Ghost, are the 
means by which Reparation is accomplished. How it could avail 
for the sins of others Irenaeus does not explain in detail. Two 
facts he takes for granted: the solidarity of mankind by which 
Man is united to Eve and as it were identified with her; and the 
penitence of the sinner for whom Reparation is offered^. 

“And where there is increase in love the greater glory of 
God is perfected by His power in those who love Him” *. 

Irenaeus’ concern is with Christ’s reparation and not with 
that of His members. There are, however, some indications that 
the problem of vicarious reparation was exercising the minds of 
some second-century Christians. 

Gratitude for temporal assistance moved men to intercession 
for their benefactors and Hermas, in his parable of the vine 
and the elm, paints a picture of the ideal relationship between 
the rich and the poor®. Ignatius (ad Smym. 13) and Polycarp 
(ad Philipp. 4) may refer to an order of consecrated widows, 
who, in return for their maintenance, devoted themselves to 
prayer on behalf of the Church. 

Clement of Alexandria’s Gnostic prays that “he may be 
reckoned as sharing in the sins of his brethren with a view 
to the repentance and conversion of his kinsfolk”^. Hermas had 

^ Adv. haer. IV 39, 2. 

* Faith and obedience are almost interchangeable terms with Irenaeus, 
for both are the expression of trust in a Person. 

• We are all “being gradually accustomed to hold and carry God”, Adv. 
haer. V 8,1. The application is not that of St. Irenaeus. 

^ Adv. haer. Ill 23, 6. But cf. V 19: “the glad tidings that she should 
sustain (portaret) God”. 

• Adv. haer. V 3, 1. 

* Similitude 2; cf. Clemens Alex., Quis dives salvetur 34. 33. 

’ Strom. VII12, 80. 
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spoken of the Angel of Repentance and his fellows whose mission 
was to arouse the sleeping conscience and lead the soul to contri¬ 
tion: Clement’s Gnostic is the private chaplain, to be “honoured 
€18 an angel of God” ^ who will keep watch for his patron’s soul 
by night and plecul to the Father on his behalf*. 

Clement’s story of St. John and the robber shows an angelic 
man grieving and praying and fasting with a penitent apostate for 
whom, after the example of Christ, he is ready to lay down his life. 

Though the Christian Gnostic may appear superior and self- 
sufficient the story of St. John shows vicarious penitence in its 
highest, most disinterested aspect. “Then by supplicating with 
copious prayers, and striving along with him in continual fastings, 
and subduing his mind by various utterances of words, (John) 
did not depart, till he restored him to the Church”®. 

Here is the spontaneous unreasoning cry of Moses and St. Paul: 
“If thou wilt forgive their sin — and if not, blot me, I pray thee, 
out of the book which thou hast written”. 

Clement’s successor, Origen, has a nobler idea of reparation 
them that which is bound up with his teaching about the need of 
propitiation for post-Baptismal sins. His central doctrine, of 
anoxardcrtaaiQ^ is in reality, like Irenaeus’ dvaxegxiXalwaigy a doc¬ 
trine of Reparation in terms of Restoration. Restoration means 
the return of every created being in heaven and earth and under 
the earth to that Unity from which it has departed. As one body 
we wait for redemption, for the restoration which can only come 
through obedience to the Father^. “And so the only-begotten 
Son of God, who was the Word and wisdom of the Father, when 
he lived with the Father in that glory which he had before the 
world was, emptied himself, and taking the form of a servant be¬ 
came obedient unto death in order to teach them obedience who 
could in no other way obtain salvation except through obedience’ ’ 

LMtly, it was reserved for Origen to show that the motive for 
co-operation in the redeeming work of Jesus is the satisfaction 
of His longing for Unity and His desire that His disciples should 


^ Quis dives salvetur 41 (Translated in Ante-Nicene Christian Library 
XXll, Edinburgh 1871, 216). 

* Ibid. 42 (Transl. p. 216). * Ibid. 42 (Transl. p. 216). 

* In epistolam ad Romanos VII 6 (ed. Lommatzsch, vol. VII, Berlin 1837, 
p. 112): reparaiio (Rufinus). 

* De principiis III 6,6; G. W. Butterworth, Origen on First Principles, 
London 1936, 242. 
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be with Him in His glory. The Saviour cannot drink the wine of 
gladness in the Kingdom of the Father: He waits for the members 
of His Body who stUl delay His perfect joy^. 

^ In Levit. horn. VII 2, of. In epistoUm ad Romanos VII 4f.; de principiis 
I 6, 2 and II4, 5. 
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Sources of the Moral Teaching of Rufinus of Aquileia 

F. X. Mubphy C.SS.R., Rome 


It would be of considerable interest had we a testament con¬ 
cerning the precise moral teachings of Bufinus of Aquileia similar 
to the dogmatic statements contained in his Apologia corUra 
Hieronymum^y Apologia ad Papam AnaatoMum^y and devel¬ 
oped at some length in his Commerdary on the Apostles^ Creed^. 
Instead, for a rounded picture of his moral doctrine we have to 
turn to his translations of Origen’s works, to two treatises of 
St. Basil — Eight Homilies selected from among the Cappadocian 
Doctor’s moral discourses, and an adaptation of the Monastic 
Rvles — and to Rufinus’ own De Benedictionilms PcUriarcharum. 
The latter, unfortunately for modem casuistic interest, is deeply 
steeped in the Alexandrian method of Scriptural interpretation 
as one might expect from a man as thoroughly indoctrinated in 
the Origenistic approach to the Scriptures as Rufinus. Yet, 
properly evaluated, the De Benedictionibus reveals a precise 
and thorough grounding on the part of the Aquileian ascetic 
in the requirements of a realistically-minded Christian moral 
system. 


^ Dtsignavi /idem meam de TriniUUey deaignavi de incarrmtione et passione 
et resurrectioney et de secundo adventu in gloria et iudicio ftUuro Domini ei ealva^ 
toris nostri. Designavi et de resurrectione camis nostras, et nihil ut opinor, ambi- 
guum deretiqui, Qtiui nunc superest? NihU arbitror quantum ad fidem pertinet, 
Cf. Apologia 9 (in Tyrannii Rufini opera, edited by M. Simonetti, Corpus 
Christianorum 20, Tumholti 1961, 43). 

* PL 21, 623—632. Having given a complete statement of his faith to Pope 
Anastasius, Rufinus further assured him: Ego autem prater hanc /idem, quam 
supra exposui, idest, quam Ecclesia Romanay et Alexandrinay et Aquilejensis 
nostra tenet, quaeque Jerosolymis praedicatur, aliam nec habui unquam, nec 
habeo in Christi nomine, nec habebo. C. Ch. 20, 25—28. 

• PL 21, 335—386. Cf. the excellent translation and commentary 
by J. N. D. Kelly, Rufinus, A Commentary on the Apostles* Creed, 
London 1055. 
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Through his experiences as a monastic founder in Jerusalem^, 
as well as his interests in spreading the fruits of eastern asceti¬ 
cism among the select souls he encountered on his return to the 
West in 397, Rufinus was conscious of the necessity of a definite 
moral training for those dedicated to the Christian way of life. 
This is made apparent in his preface to his translation of nine 
Homilies of Origen on the Psalms which he undertook for the 
convert layman Apronianus in 398 Distinguishing carefully 
between the moral and the ascetical approach, Rufinus explains 
his reason for choosing this particular work of Origen: these 
Homilies — he says — “offer certain precepts for an emended 
way of life, and teach first the way of penance and conversion, 
then that of purgation and progress” He is anxious that such 
ideas should likewise be placed before religiously minded women 
to provide them with a clear and simple treatment of the Chri¬ 
stian way of life. He assures Apronianus* spouse Avita — religiosa 
filia mea, soror in Christo tua — that such reading “will afford 
her benefit. . . Indeed a simplicity of life is here taught by easy 
discoiirse in lucid terms, whence its portent ('propheiia) can be 
applied not alone to men, but also to religious women . . He 
further remarks that even in matters of morality a gentle ap¬ 
proach is proper since “not even the human body can be all sinews 
and bones, God in his providence having fitted it with the soft¬ 
ness of flesh and a comfortable plumpness (blandimenta pingu- 
edinisy^^. 

Some two years later, at the request of Avita, Rufinus supplied 
her with a Latin translation of the SerUervces of Sextus, The pre¬ 
face is directed to Apronianus, but the work is offered to Avita 
in the hope that it may take “the place of some ancient and valu- 

^ Rufinus left Aquileia in 372 for Alexandria and the Egyptian desert. 
He spent almost eight years under the general tutelage of Didymus the Blind, 
meanwhile suffering in the persecution inflicted on the anti-Arian. Catholics 
upon the death of Athanasius in May 373, as well as spending some time 
among the Desert Fathers. From ca. 380 to 397 he served as master of a double 
monastery founded in Jerusalem by St. Melania the Elder. Cf. F. Murphy, 
Melania the Elder: a Biographical Note, in Traditio 5, 1947, 68ff. 

* PG 12, 1319—1410. Rufinus translated five homilies on Psalm 36; two 
on Psalm 37; and two on Psalm 38. They were originally edited by C. Lom- 
matzsch in Origenis Opera XII, Berlin 1848, 151 ff. Cf. F. Murphy, Rufinus of 
Aquileia (345—410); His Life and Works, Washington 1945, 99ff., lllf. 

» PG 12, 1319. 

^ Ibid. 

» Ibid. 
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able ring perhaps”^. Rufinus attributed this work to Pope 
Sextus or Xystus II. Actually it was a Christianized version of 
the aphorisms of the Pythagorean philosopher Sextus as 
Jerome pointed out with considerable acerbity*. In any case, 
Rufinus’ interest was in the moral value of the sayings as he 
pointed out in his preface: [they are] “so charged with meaning 
and so forceful, that an aphorism of a single line may suffice unto 
the perfecting of an entire life; so clear and plain that a maiden, 
even though she be light-minded, cannot allege to him who reads 
that she has nussed the meaning”*. 

In the preface with which he introduced the Homilies of St. 
Basil, again addressed to Apronianus sometime in 400 or 401, 
Rufinus writes, apparently from Aquileia: 

**You once requested, my dear Apronianus, that I translate something into 
Latin for you. This I have already done in part while with you in Rome. Now 
1 have added something more; for I have translated these eight short sermons 
by the blessed Basil. And this I would like you to know: his style in the fine¬ 
ness of his Greek speech, and his grace of expression, is very much similar 
to that of our C 3 rprian from whom indeed, in the worthiness of his life, he does 
not greatly differ. For while the blessed Cyprian acquired the primary palm 
for his confession as a martyr, Basil was crowned with the martyrdom of a 
ceaseless conscience, each day and moment opposing luxury with sobriety, 
passion with virginity, wrath with meekness, and pride with humility. 

His work is thus more moral in nature, fit for guiding souls toward the good 
life and for relieving them in their labors. In this also it possesses greater 
virtue in that its perusal will be found most suitable for religiously minded 
women, and particularly for the admiring study of our matronly daughter, 
since it is not burdened with questions of a dogmatic nature, but rather, it 
goes along as a most limpid stream, flowing softly and with sufficient 
calm .. 

Earlier in consequence of his own experiences as a monastic 
leader in Jerusalem over the course of almost twenty years, as 

^ Sexti sententiarum recensiones (ed. by I. Gildemeister, Bonn 1873, 
LIV). Cf. the excellent suggestion made for the translation of the uniua 
pristini alicuius pretiosi anuli made by H. Chadwick, in The Sentences of 
Sextus (Texts and Studies, Camb. Univ. Press 1959), 117, n. 2, correcting my 
own and the translation of F. C. Conybeare, The Ring of Pope Xystus, London 
1910, 2. 

* Jerome, Comm, in Jerem. iv 41 (CSEL 69, 267); id., Ep. 133, 3 (CSEL 
66, 246). 

• I. Gildemeister, Sexti sent., Bonn 1873, LIV. 

^ Praef. Rufini in Horn. Basilii (PG 31, 1723). Rufinus became acquainted 
with the|[]ives and works of both Basil and Gregory Nazianzen in Alexandria 
and while on a sojourn in Antioch and the Orient in ca. 378. Cf. F. Murphy, 
Rufinus, Washington 1946, 60ff. 
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well as of his familiarity with the Desert Fathers^, Rufinus had 
decided to adapt and translate the Rvles of St, Basil for Abbot 
Ursacius with whom he had spent the Lent of 398 in the mona¬ 
stery at Pinetum near Terracina. In the preface to this work 
Rufinus is completely frank in stating his motivation: 

“Willingly enough, my dearly beloved Ursacius, upon returning from the 
Orient, and desiring the companionship of brethren, we have entered your 
monastery ... In one thing indeed we were delighted, in that you did not 
press us oversolicitously, as seems to be the custom, about the places and 
treasures of the East. But you did inquire as to the religious observance of the 
servants of God: what spirit of mind, what sort of rules were to be found in the 
monasteries. And I, lest something might be unworthy of you, did not tell you 
what actually happens, but what should take place. I would show you the 
institutes for monks of the blessed Basil, Bishop of Cappadocia, a man sufficient¬ 
ly eminent for his faith and works and degree of sanctity. I offered you the ans¬ 
wers which he gave to the monks questioning him, as of a certain and holy law. 

Since you were taken with his ideas and opinions, you eagerly demanded 
that I translate this work into Latin, promising me that if throughout the 
monasteries of the West, they should come to know these sacred and spiritual 
rules of this spiritual and saintly man, every advance of the servants of God 
which might be begotten of these institutes would be for me, through their 
merits and prayers, a token of grace and mercy. 

I have performed this service as well as I am able. Now do your part. And let 
all who read and observe this grace, be mindful of me also, as you work and pray 
in accordance with the precepts here contained. It is your duty to give copies to 
other monasteries, that after the manner of Cappadocia, all these monast eries 
may live according to these and not other institutes and observances*.” 

What Rufinus did was to combine the two sets of questions and 
answers — the 65 regvlae fusius and the 313 brevius tractaiae — 
that made up the Rides of Basil into 203 questions and answers, 
rearranging the order, combining several of the originally se¬ 
parate sections, and rather freely translating the whole*. It is 

* Rufinus is certainly the author of the Latin version of the Historia Mona- 
chorum in Aeg 3 rpto sive de vitis patrum which is an account of a pilgrimage 
made through Egypt in the winter of 394 by a group of seven monks from 
Rufinus* own monastery on the Mount of Olives (ed. PL 21, 387—462). The 
Greek text is given in E. Preuschen, Palladius und Rufinus, GieBen 1897. On 
the problem of the authorship, see F. Murphy, op. oit., 175ff. 

* Praef. ad Reg. Basilii (PL 103, 485—486). For the location of Pinetum 
whose name stemmed from the fact that “a single pine tree alone betrays from 
on high the hidden location*’ see F. Murphy, op. cit., 90, n. 41. 

* Cf. A. Laun, Die beiden Regeln des Basilius, in Zeitschrift fur Kirchen- 
geschichte 44, 1925, 13 ff. In regckrd to a more recent discussion of Rufinus* 
method of adaptation and translation, see H. Chadwick, Rufinus and the 
Tura Papyrus of Origen’s Commentary on Romans, in The Journal of Theo¬ 
logical Studies NS 10, 1959, 10-42. 
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quite obvious that in so doing he hoped to influence the general 
monastic movement in the West^. 

What is immediately noticeable about this “rule” is its atten¬ 
tion to the moral problems that are fundamental to the Christian 
way of life. The questions deal with the nature and possibility of 
the practice of continence; with particular virtues such as 
meekness, obedience, poverty, temperance, fraternal charity, 
the cause and cure for evil thoughts and bad dreams, the obli¬ 
gation to forgive slights on the part of the brethren, as well as the 
method of dealing with delinquent practitioners of the rules and 
admonitions. And the scriptural quotations introduced to 
buttress the argument, unlike a good deal of the Alexandrian 
typological and allegorical method, are immediately pertinent 
and apt. 

Thus for example in dealing with the possibility of restraining 
one’s anger, the answer is given to the question: “How does one 
keep from growing angry?” 

**If one believes that God sees all things and the Lord is acknowledged as 
always present. For no one who is subject to a judge will dare to manifest any 
of his indignation in the presence of his judge. Likewise, if he does not consider 
others as subject to himself, but prepares himself for obedience to others . .. 
If one is not seeking the obedience of others for his own benefit... when he 
sees them break the law of God ho will not bo moved with anger, but rather 
with compassion and mercy following St. Paul’s ‘Who is weak, and I am not 
weak?’ (2 Cor. 11,21)*.” 

In general these answers seize upon the various statements and 
admonitions found in the Gospels concerning the practice of 
virtue and the avoidance of vice. The basis for the doctrine ad¬ 
vanced is laid down particularly in questions eight and nine 
having to do with the nature and the practice of continence 
under which term the whole discipline of the virtuous life is 
summarized: “That I may put it briefly, all the things that are 
sought after through mortal concupiscence — to abstain from 
these things, this is the virtue of continence. Hence it is not 
only in the eating of food or in the libido that the virtue of 
continence is acknowledged; but when we abstain from aU things 
wherein the flesh has pleasure, but in which the soul is wounded. 


^ St. Benedict made some use of Basil’s Regulae in the translation of Rufi¬ 
nus when he came to write his Rule. Of. S. Hilpisch, Geschichte des bene- 
diktinischen Mdnchtums, Miinchen 1929, 47 ff. 

* Bas. reg., Interrogatio 46 (PL 103, 514). 
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Likewise the truly continent does not seek earthly glory; but he 
holds himself back from vices — from wrath, and from sorrow¬ 
fulness, and from all those things which commonly keep unin¬ 
structed and incautious souls occupied”^. 

It is this Basilian spirit that underlies the moral teaching of 
the De Benedictionihvs Patriarcharum which Rufinus wrote at 
the request of Paulinus of Nola, probably in 408*. The method 
of scriptural exegesis is strictly pattern^ on Origen, utilizing 
the allegorical and typological interpretation for discussing the 
historical, the mystical, and the moral meaning of individual 
words and passages*. Rufinus confesses: “Sacred Scripture should 
not only contain a knowledge of the mysteries, but it should 
likewise inform the morals and the activities of the one learning... 
Hence we have endeavored, after having described in as far as we 
are able, these two meanings — that is according to the historical 
and the mystical sense — to discuss the moral meaning contained 
therein. We desire that the readers should learn not only what 
was done for and by others, but what they themselves should 
do for themselves . . 

In this treatise Rufinus summarises the basic motivation 
behind the Christian’s moral way of life. He contends with 
St. Paul that the faithful, redeemed in the Church through the 
blood of Christ, are members of Christ’s body once they have 
been regenerated by the grace of Baptism*. He insists however 
that a knowledge of God and an awareness of their position in the 
mystical body is not sufficient. Rather are they as “the feet of 
Christ to function by running to make peace, and by hastening 
to help those in necessity. Serving as the hands of Christ, they 
are to extend mercy, giving aid to the indigent, and proffering 
assistance to the sick. They will be the eyes of Christ when they 
show forth the light [of faith] before the whole world®.” 

1 Ibid. 499-502. 

* PL 21, 295—336. On the date and circumstances of composition see 
F. Murphy, op. cit., 202—212; “Rufinus of Aquileia and Paulinus of Nola”, 
in Revue des fitudes Augustiniennes 2, Paris 1956, 79—91. Attempts at 
discovering direct sources, or even a model upon which Rufinus may have 
based this work have proved unavailing. Cf. H. Moretus, Les Benedictions des 
Patriarches, in Bulletin de litterature ecciesiastique 10, 1909, 405—411; 
W. Baehrens, Texte und Untersuchungen 42,1, Leipzig 1916; C.Ch. 20,189—228. 

» De Bened. II (PL 21, 314). 

^ Ibid. I 6 (307). » Ibid. 5 (305-30G). 

• Ibid. 
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Turning to the psychological constitution of the human person, 
Rufinus reminds his readers that *'there is a natural law within 
us which accuses everyone who sins; and reminds him that the 
sin he commits is evil” He then traces the source of sin to three 
inclinations: anger, cupidity and unreasoning — the irascible, 
concupiscible and rational appetites. This analysis he says is the 
traditional one handed down from of old*. 

By grace, however, a man can repent of his evil doings, be 
converted to the right road of virtue, and desire the good, even 
while he finds himself still in the midst of a fateful world. The 
Christian, Rufinus insists, should look upon fate (sors) not with 
the Gentiles as something that happens by pure chance. Rather 
it is “the portion of one’s inheritance which is given to each 
one... by the judgement and dispensation of God. The fates 
are thus to be understood by us in this moral exposition as the 
commandments of God through which is obtained our heavenly 
inheritance. He therefore who is once converted, and now see^ 
the wages of his labors, is always in the midst of his fate — that is, 
in the midst of God’s commandments . . 

The Christian can turn himself from the works of darkness by 
controlling his thoughts and turning them to the things of eter¬ 
nity*. Comporting himself as God’s farmer, before whom God 
holds out both rest and the earth which is good, he must purge 
his flesh of its vices and concupiscences, and bring forth the 
fruit of justice by his good works. Thus he proceeds as God’s 
good farmer, “ceaselessly cultivating the field of his mind and 
the meadow-land (novcUia) of his heart with the plough-share 
of God’s word and the blade of the Scriptures. He waters the 
plants of faith and charity, of hope and justice from the foun¬ 
tains of Israel and adapts the whole discipline of agriculture in 
the field of his mind”®. 


1 Ibid. II 3 (316). Cf. Origen, In Num. Horn. XI (PG 12, 640). 

* Ibid. II (]^n. Simeon et Levi, 3), 317—318. This is the Aristotelian doc¬ 
trine taken over by the fathers and eventually by St. Thomas Aq., Summa 
theol. la, IIae, q. 9, art. 2. Cf. W. Greene, Moira, Fate, Good and Evil in 
Greek Thought, Cambridge, Mass. 1944; C. Diano, Epiouri Ethioa, Florence 
1946, 121. 

* Ibid. (Ben. Isachar 3), 320. Cf. Grig., Horn. XXIII in Lib. Jesu Nave 
(PG 12, 934ff.) for a long treatment of fate (sors). But it is not the immediate 
source of Rufinus* thought. 

^ Ibid. (320-321). Cf. Bas. reg. 34 (PL 103, 611); reg. 108 and 109 (627). 

* Ibid. (322). 

11 Stadia Patristica VI 
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Following each of the historical and mystical explanations of 
these twelve prophecies or benedictions, Bufinus gives an array 
of enlightening counsels for the moral way of life. He speaks of 
the necessity of acknowledging one’s sins^; he describes the 
reaches of humility*; he warns of the need for fidelity to his 
own message expected in the one preaching the Gospel*. Finally 
he refers to an idea he had already expressed in his preface to the 
Homilies of St. Basil: the true Christian has to “accept a martyr¬ 
dom of the conscience, which unceasingly he must bear witWn 
himseir’*. 

This commentary on The Benedictions of the Patriarchs served 
as a summation of Bufinus’ doctrine regarding the virtuous 
Christian way of life. Written in his old age, it reveals his com¬ 
plete mastery of the Scriptures. It likewise refiects the moral as 
well as ascetical preoccupations with which his days were filled. 
It is finally a vindication of the man’s personal competence and 
ingenuity. A thorough Origenist in his method of scriptural inter¬ 
pretation as well as in his moral teaching, Bufinus yet preserved 
an independence of mind and a faithfulness to the spirit of his 
other religious mentors such as St. Basil that mark him as one of 
the primary influences in the spiritual development of the 
Church in the West. 

1 Ibid. (Zabulon 2) 318. 

* Ibid. (Dan. 3) 324. 

• Ibid. (Joseph 3) 331-332. 

^ Ibid. 310. See p. 149 above. 
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latino da San Oerolamo 

V. Pebi, Roma 


I 

Le afiPermazioni avanzate da Rufino neWApologia sul modo 
geronimiano di tradurre le omelie di Origene^, confortate dalle 
interessate dichiarazioni di Gerolamo stesso suirargomento in 
parola*, porterebbero a prima vista alia conclusione che tale 
traduzione non pud offrire alcuna documentazione attendibile 
del pensiero e della predicazione origeniana, almeno per quanto 
conceme gli oggetti delle preoccupazioni dogmatiche del IV® se- 
colo* ed in modo del tutto particolare per cio che riguarda la 


^ Rufino, Apologia II 41 (Sim. 330, 27): 8ed et iUam tuam ponamus iniu- 
riam, quod in irUerpretando Origenem ie imitatua cdiqua praeterierim. Ibid. II441 
(Sim. 338, 27): Noa etiam ai te imitantea de hominum aermonibua aliquidy quod 
minua aedificare credimuay praeterimuay in hia nobia veniam non daSy in quibua 
exemplum dediati. Ibid. II 49 (Sim. 350, 5): Dicebat autem . . . quia dixerim . . . 
quod in hia, quae de Origene interpretatua eaty cum nonnuUa offendicula eaae 
videantur in ChraecOy ita iamen ea interpretando purgaverity ut nihil in hia, quod 
a fide noatra diacrepety Latinua lector inveniat. Ibid. II 50 (Sim. 354, 31): . . . 
ahaolvitur pro hiay quae de auo ad explanandum aenaum auctoria adiecit. Ibid. loo. 
cit. (Sim. 353, 3): Dixi turn purgaaae in Latina tranalalione ai qua iUa offendi^ 
cula fidei videbantur in Oraeco. 

* Apologia adversus Rufinum I 3 (PL 23, 400), dove Gerolamo sottolinea 
compiaciuto il riconoscimento di Rufino nella prefazione alia traduzione del 
De Principiis: Sequar regulam viri (sc. Hieronimi)y qui cum ultra aeptuaginta 
libelloa Origenia, quoa Uomiliticoa appeUavit ... tranatuliaaet ... in quibua cum 
aliquanta offendicula inveniantur in Oraecoy ita diminavit omnia interpretando 
atque purgavity ut nihil in Ulia quod a noatra fide diacrepety Latinua lector in¬ 
veniat. Ibid. Ill 12 (PL 23, 466): Cumque a me tranalalaa Origenia aeptuaginta 
homiliaa .. .in quibua aic cuncta limaverim ut nihil in illiay quod a fide Catholica 
diacrepety Lalinua lector inveniaty (sc. dixeria)y nunc eoadem libroa haereticoa 
criminaria. 

* Si doyr4 fame menzione particolareggiata in seguito. Un elenco degli 
errori rimproverati nel IV° secolo ad Origene si pu6 trovare in Epifanio, Ad¬ 
versus haereses, 1. II, 1.1, Err. LXIV (PG 41, 1076 sgg.). 

11* 
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Triniti ed i rapporti delle tre persone divine^. Un tanto pud 
essere affermato a causa delle ammesse omissioni; ad esse vanno 
ancora aggiunti gli accomodamenti del testo e soprattutto i 
luoghi inseriti di proposito ed assent! nel testo originale, ai quali 
fa esplicito accenno Rufino*. Sembrerebbe che le omelie nella 
versione di S. Gerolamo, almeno sui temi della contesa anti> 
origeniana del IV® secolo, non possano considerarsi vere e fedeli 
traduzioni. Degli studios! sono logicamente giunti a questa 
convinzione®. 

Tale conclusione h dawero indiscutibile? A bene osservare, 
la semplicit4 stessa della sua evidenza potrebbe insinuare qualche 
dubbio. 

In primo luogo occorre tener presente che questo offendicvla 
eliminare omnia interpretando, atque purgare h attribuito da 
Rufino a Gerolamo come una lode, cui egli stesso aspira, vantan- 
dosi, ad essere associate; per entrambi, sospetti di professare 
simpatie e teorie origeniane, sottolineare 11 fatto di avere in 
passato «corretto» in larga misura i test! tradotti, con omissioni 
o interventi, equivaleva a dimostrare la propria ortodossia. Di 
fronte ad ogni interessato vanto h legittima qualche cautela e la 
presunzione, owiamente controllata *e critica, di qualche ampli- 
ficazione della realti. II ricorso ai dati obiettivi, per quanto h 
possibile, ofifre poi la via ad una verifica. Nel nostro caso i dati 

^ Rufino, Apol. n 31 (Sim. 296,18): Haec et miUe alia ... in interpreta- 
tionibus tuts, sive in his ipsis omeliis, sive in leremia vel Isaia maxims auUm in 
Ezechiele non subtrazisti, De fide auitm, id est, de Trinitate cum aliquantis in 
locis aliter invenisses, quae tibi visa sunt, praeteristi. 

* Rufino, Apol. 1131 (Sim. 296,17): Et de tuo addidisti: atque naiurae. 
Ibid. loc. cit. (Sim. 298, 39): Et ex tuo addidisti: nec pules Trinitatis dissidere 
naturam si nominum servantur officia. Ibid. II 50 (Sim. 352, 6): Nam ... Ule 
duo Seraphim Filium et Spiritum Sanctum ... interpretatus est, ... addens de 
suo: nemo aestimet in Trinitate naturae esse differentiam cum nominum discer- 
nuntur officia, 

* Cfr. ad es. E. de Faye, Orig^ne, Paris 1925, vol. I, pgg. 54—59, 107 sgg. 
e particolarmente pg. 59: «J6r6me n’a pas le respect de son texte: il en use 
aveo une absolue liberty*; pg. 107: «On a vu quelle mesure de confiance m^ri- 
tent les traducteurs d’Orig^ne. Les reserves qu’il a fallu formuler s'appliquent 
6galement aux homilies*; pg. 108: «D^s lors les homilies latines d’Orig^ne 
n’ont pas plus de valeur documentaire que les autres versions latines de ses 
Merits. Elies ne doivent pas servir h dtablir la doctrine de leur auteur.f H. de Lu- 
bac, Histoire et Esprit, Paris 1950, pgg. 40 sg. parla di attitudini analoghe in 
altri autori e le condanna come eccessive. Cos! O. Rousseau nell*introduzione 
alia traduzione francese delle Homilies sur le Cantique des Cantiques, Paris 
1954, p. 9. 
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obiettivi sono i testi e le osservazioni che si possono sviluppare 
dal loro esame. 

1. Quando dalle afiPermazioni generiche Rufino giunge all’indi- 
cazione di passi precisi, in cui Gerolamo avrebbe alterato il 
testo, i luoghi riportati come esempio sono soltanto tre (di cui 
uno 6 irrilevante ed uno 6 una ripetizione), seguiti da un ac- 
cenno che indica modestamente delle aggiunte aliquantia in 
locia^. Si noti che solo per controbattere una affermazione falsa 
ma secondaria di S. Gerolamo, I’autore riporta in extenao died 
luoghi*! Si potrebbe gi4 da qui arguire che Tadulterazione dei 
testi tradotti non sia poi tanto grave e frequente, come in un 
primo momento poteva apparire. Del resto molte delle affer- 
mazioni di Gerolamo e di Rufino, meglio esaminate e valutate in 
s6, fuori dal contesto polemico, risultano al contrario delle am- 
missioni important! di una grande fedelti del monaco di Bet- 
lemme nel tradurre le omelie origeniane*. 

2. Una seconda osservazione ofifre element! di precisione ancora 
maggiore. Esisteva una maniera ancor pih diretta per controllare 
le affermazioni di Rufino^. Di dodici delle quattordici omelie su 

^ Rafino, Apol. n 31 (Sim. 298, 25). 

* Apologia II17—29 (Sim. pgg. 26^294). Dopo aver citato testi gero- 
nimiani scritti in lode di Origene per ben tredioi capitoli, Rufino conclude 
trionfalmente: Adhibui inttrim decern (sc. teetimonia de scriptis eius), 

* Cosi ad es. Gerolamo, Apolog. adv. Ruf. II 23 (PL 23, 447): Unde et in 
adolesceniia homUias tantum etna quas loquebatur ad popylum^ in quibus non 
ianta aeandala tenebantur, aimpliciter rogantibus transtidi, nvUia praeiudicana 
ex his quae probantur, iUa auacipere quae manifeate haereiica aunt. Apol. Ill 9 
(PL 23, 464): Ignoace mihi, quod Origenia eruditionem et atudium Scripturarum 
antequam eiua haereaim pleniua noaaem, in iuvenili aetate laudavi. Rufino 
Apol. II 31 (Sim. 296,18): Haec et mille alia hia aimilia in interpretationibua 
tuia, aive in hia ipaia omeliia, aive in leremia vet laaia, maxime autem in 
Ezechiele non aubtraxiati. Ottima la restituzione del non che, secondo i mano- 
scritti e contro i precedent! editor!, riporta Tultimo di essi M. Simonetti 
(T. Rufino, Apologia, £d. paoline Alba 1957), che normalmente citiamo: 
oltre ad essere molto pifi logica nel contesto, b un documento di grande valore 
della fedelt4 di Gerolamo traduttore, specie nelle omelie su Ezechiele, anche 
nei passi origeniani, che avrebbero potuto essere guardati come sospetti in 
seguito. 

^ L'unioo studio che potrebbe eventualmente aver svolto il confronto b 
una tesi di laurea dell’University di Lovanio, A- Meunier, Hieronymus’ ver- 
taalwijze in Origenes’ Jeremiahorailien, 1942, che non ci b stato possibile con- 
sultare. P. D. Huet, Origenis in Sacras Scripturas Commentaria quaecumque 
Graeca reperiri potuerunt, Rothomagi 1668, t. I pgg. 53—199; e t. II 
pgg. 10—22, pubblicando a fronte il testo greco e la versione di Gerolamo, nota 
quattro luoghi in cui non coincidono perfettamente, e non i piu interessanti. 
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Geremia, tradotte confvso ordine dallo Stridonense, sussiste il 
testo greco originale. II confronto non fa che confermare il 
sospetto avanzato e testimonia in favore di una grande fedeltA 
della versione. Benchfe letterariamente assai piti brillante dell’ori- 
ginale^, il testo latino ne riporta pero solitamente la lettera ed i 
partioolari. Le omissioni o i casi di traduzione piti libera sono 
assai limitati* enon rivestono maiparticolarerilievodottrinale: 

C. Delanie, Origenis opera omnia, Pariaiis 1740, t. Ill, indica altri due luoghi 
omessi nella traduzione. Vorrebbe invece lasciare intendere di aver fatto il 
confronto E. de Faye, op. cit. pg. 58: «Que donne la comparaison du texte et 
de la traduction? Que Ton prenne par exemple la dixi^me hom^lie, J^rOme 
trouve moyen d*introduir dans sa version le dogme trinitaire qui ne se trouve 
nulle part dans Toriginal. En mdme temps, pour une consequence forc^e, il 
d^forme la doctrine christologique d’Orig^ne. Au chapitre III il donne k la 
doctrine des effets de la mort de J^sus sur la croix une precision qui manque 
dans le texte grec.t Ck)ntrollato il testo riga per riga, I’affermazione lisulta 
destituita di fondamento. E. Klostermann, Die Uberlieferung der Jeremia- 
homilien des Origenes, Leipzig 1897 TU NF III 1 pgg. 23—24, riporta una 
lista di esempi del modo di tradurre geronimiano, tra i quali anche alcuni casi 
di piccole modificazioni del testo tradotto. 

^ Aveva gi4 fatto la costatazione E. Klostermann, Die Dberlieferung ... 
pg. 23. 

* Riportiamo qui Telenco di tutti i piti estesi ed importanti passi omessi: 

a) Om. Ger. VIII2 (Kl. 57, 16) ^ 

rj Toig rdv o^gdviov &v&Q(D7tw tpogovai xfogioavrog rd xaxd dnd r&v dyadtow, Iva 
fitjxiri fAoXvvfjxai ixeivog 6 odgavdq did rd rfj ipgovijaei rov ^eov hcrirtatr&m rdv 
odgavdv' ftijre 6 dixaiog, cdv odgavdg {iariv de xal 6 dlxaioq ovgavdq idg nagcumjaw), 
elgrjrcu’ *xai i^dreive rdv ovgavdv rfj (pgovfjaei adrovt]. 

b) Om. Ger. XllI 1 (Kl. 103, 6) xai Xiyerai ngdq avriiv ravrrjv ngwrov [rrfe 
(peiaerai ini aoly'lr\govaakr\ii' xai r(q axvdgwndaei ini aoi;t] 

c) Om. Ger. VIII 8 (Kl. 62, 3) nwg 5v . ..; [nmq 6v ;f£A/W fiiv elgrjfiivcov rdfv 
vofitCo^ivcDV xai avrolg xaX&v, rovrov di <hg olovrcu ov xaXwg elgrjfAivov xarrjyogfj^ 
^rpf, didri elnov' «t6 fiojgdv rov 

d) Om. Ger. IX 2 (Kl. 66, 18).. . rfjg xa^lvov rfjg aidrjgdg. [xai i^fidg i^ffyayev 
6 &edg ix rfjg AlyvTtiov^ ix rfjg xafiivov rfjg aidrjgdg]. 

e) Om. Ger. XIV 12 (Kl. 116,11) . . . did ndaag rdg d/jagr(ag aov. [rivag ^eaav^ 
godg rd)v dfiogrctvdvrcDV didoraiv elg ngovofif(v 6 &€dg, xai dtdioai adrodg dvrdXXay/ia 
did ndaag rdg d/iagrlag adra/v ;] 

f) Om. Ger. III (Kl. 17,8) . .. *xar*elx6va* dXXd navrdg dvdgdmov yog 
inoifjawfiev dvdgomov xar elxdva xai ofioloraiv fjfjiercigav% ip&dvei ini ndvrag 
dvdgidnovg]. 

g) Om. Ger. II 3 (Kl. 19,11) ... Xovei iv nnvgh. [wg //i) rdv adrdv elvai Panned- 
fievov vnd *Irjaov w Ttved^iart dyio) xai nvgt*]. 

h) Om. Ger. IX 1 (Kl. 63,20) [tjv ydg rd (pcbg rd dXrjdivdv o qxorige ndvra dvdgo)- 
nov igxd/ievov eig rdv xda/iov iv rw xdafim fjv xai 6 xoafiog diadrov ^^rro, xai 6 
xdafiog adrdv odx eyvo). eig rd idia fjXdev, xai oi idioi adrdv od nagiXaPov], 

Questo passo d solo la continuazione, qui pletorica, dell’inizio della cita- 
zione di Giov. I 9, regolarmente tradotto da S. Gerolamo. 


Digitized by 


Google 



I passi snlla Trinity neH’Origene latino 


169 


sono anzi per lo piti ripetizione di idee prolissamente sviluppate 
nel contesto, tanto che ci si puo chiedere se Grerolamo non abbia 
a volte omesso qualche passo proprio per tale motive. Ancora 
piii semplice ^ la costatazione che due dei luoghi indicati 
come omessi (nrr. 2e 8) sono puramente pletorici neU’originale 
greco, gli altri si possono spiegare tutti con evidenti omoteleuti 
o identico inizio di frase (nr. 3) ed uno (nr. 1) potrebbe essere 
stato riassimto a sense dal traduttore perch^ gi4 il suo testo 
poteva portare una grave corruzione, pervenuta fine a noi nel 
greco. 

Ancora pih indicative, per il fine che ci si h proposti, risulta il 
confronto dell’originale e della traduzione latina nei passi che 
concemono la Triniti o i rapporti tra il Padre ed il Figlio. Essi 
possono dividers! in tre gruppi, che riporteremo neH’ordine: passi 
tradotti letteralmente, passi tradotti con qualche modifica 
ma sostanzialmente fedeli ed un unico^ passo alteratoda Grerola¬ 
mo con una sua aggiunta. 


^ A rigore, in altri tre luoghi si notano aggiunte geronimiane al testo tra- 
dotto, ma due di essi non hanno aloun valore dottrinale ed U terzo, che 
potrebbe ayeme benohd non faooia che esplicitare il testo greco, b piuttosto un 
ampliamento ohe una yera e propria aggiunta. In ogni caso, riportiamo i 
luoghi indicati come interpolazioni di Qerolamo. 


a) Om. Ger. XVI 6 (Kl. 137,16) 

... ehe xcd oixcufo/n/jaaneQ ol 

*EpdofAifp(orxa ... 

b) Om. Ger. XVII1 (Kl. 144,1) 
iaxi rd C<5or ndw dxd^oprov (Skrrc toi)c 
SQQevoLQ /jioiH)fiaxeiv Ttgdg dXXi^Xovg negi 
xfjg filfetog, xal dQgeva dgQeva htiPalveiv, 


c) Om. Ger. I 11 (Kl. 10,6) 

... oO xcdcjrdv ebieiv, Sri Tigh iSeX&eiv 
ix lA'fyzQag i^laarai. ini t 6 v aorrfjQa idv 
dofcapiQfjg, f 46 vov tiqIv iieX^eiv ^(a- 
oral, dXld xai iti Tigdregcv ^(aarcu*. 


sive Septuaginta interpretes [aicui et 
cetera] secundum dispensationem 
suam auferre voluerunt. 

Sed nequUiam eius vincit impuritas 
[Ambigendum non est de eo, quod 
dicturi sumus, quod ex its qui man- 
sueti in casts nutriuntur, veritas ap- 
probat]; mascvlus in masculum con- 
surgit, oblivisdtur sexum libido prae- 
ceps, pugnaXur ad coitum [ri una 
palma victoris eat poUuisse quern 
vicerit], 

non est malum dicere prius eum 
santificatum esse quam natum. Sic 
et de Domino inteUigas, qui antequam 
de vulva eocierit, sanctificatus est sed 
infinito ante tempore semper sanctus 
fuit. 
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A. 1) Om, Oer. V 12 (Kl. 41,12) 

el dioi naqaXafiPdvEiv . . . tov 
^edv TOV TOV TtavrSg, xai tov 
Xgiardv a&rov ini Tdde to Tiqdy- 
fia . . , 

2) Om. Oer. V13 (Kl. 42,7) 

Xd^^ Tig TOL aniqfjiaxa rd dyta, 
TOV negl tov natgog Xdyov, tov 
T ugi TOV viovy TOV Ttegl tov 
dylov nvevfioTog . . . 


utrum.. . deeeat ... aseumere Deum 
universi, et Christum eius ad hoc ne- 
gotium ... 


exceperit quis saneta aemina, scrmo- 
nem de Patre. sermonem de FUio, ser- 
monem de Spiritu Sancto ... 


3) Om. Oer. Vm 1 (Kl. 55,21-66,8) 


olda yn)x^ ohcovfiivrjfVy olda 
yfvxijv Sgrjfjiov el ydg ovx ix^i tov 
^edv, el oix ix^i tov Xgiarov tov 
ebtdvra^ dyd) xal 6 naTijg puw 
iXevodpie&a ngog adrov xal /xo- 
vijv nag*avT(b noir\a6yLe^ak^ el 
ovx ix^i TO Tivevfjia to dyiov tpvxij, 
igri(x6g lariv. olxovfiivri di icrtiVy 
Ste TcenXijgcoTai 0eov, Ste (x^i 
TOV Xgunovy Ste TcvevfAa dyidv 
icTiv iv avTfj. TavTa de noixl- 
X(og xal diaipogwg iv Taig ygaipcug 
XiyeTou to elvai Tdv naTiga xal 
TOV viov xal TO dyiov Twevfia iv 
Tfj TOV dv&gioTtov yfvxfj- 6 yoihf 
Aafild iv Tw ^aX/xcg Tfjg i^o/ioXo- 
yijaewg negl tovtcov tcov Ttvevfid- 
TO)v oIteI tov TtaTiga Xiycov* 
wvevfiaTi i^yeftovixo) arrigi^dv 
qjtvevfia evdeg iyxalviaov 
iv Toig iyxdToig fwvii, mxal 
TO Ttvev/xa to dyidv aov fiii dvra- 
viXjjg dnifjiovf^. Tlva rd Tgla 
mevfiaTa TavTa; to ijye^iovixdv 
d JtaTjjg, TO ev^eg 6 XgiOTdg, xal 
TO Ttvevfxa to dyiov to Ttvevfia to 
dyiov. 


8cio animam meam inhabUatam, scio 
animam meam desertam. 8i enim non 
hotel Deum Patrem, si non hotel Fi» 
Hum dicentem eEgo et Pater veniemus 
ad earn et mansionem apud earn facie- 
mus^, si non hotel 8piritum 8anctum, 
anima destria est. HatUala autem est 
quanto plena est Deo^ quando hotel 
Christum et 8piritum 8anclum, Verum 
haec differ enter el varie in 8eripturis 
dicunlur, m anima hominis Patrem 
et FUium et 8piritum 8anctum com- 
morari. Nam et David in psalmo con- 
fessionis tres spiritus postulate dicens 
$8piritu principali confirma me, 8pi-> 
ritum rectum innova in visceritus 
meis, 8piritum 8anctum tuum ne au» 
feras a me$. Qui sunt isti tres spiri- 
tusf Principalis spiritus Pater est, 
8piritus rectus Christus, spiritus sane- 
tus 8piritus 8anctus est. 
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4) Om.Oer.Xl (Kl. 77,12) 
ide ctdrov ohcov Svra rdv ^e6v. 

xaToXBbtei ttov nariqa xal xijv 
firjriQa*, xipf ^ItjQovaa- 

xal SQxerai elg rdv Tteglyei- 
ov x67tov xal q/qm ^niyxaxaXi- 
Xouta rdv olxdv juun), itpfjxa 
Tfjv xhjQOvofilav fiov. 

5) Om. Oer. XVII4 (Kl. 147,8) 
^Exaarog fjfjubv 8 tb djiiaqrdvei^ 

dC&v dfioqrdvei xaxaXebiei rdv 
XgiaxoVy xaraXmcitv 8i rdv Xqi- 
ardv xara^bui rdv ^edv. 

B. 1) Om.Oer. X 1 (Kl. 71,12) 

6 TtarijQ . . . diddaxei . . . rjroi 

xaff'adidv^ ij did rov Xqiotov 
^ iv dylcq Ttvevfmxi. 

2) Om. Oer. XVI 2 (Kl. 134,18) 
idv Idqg xijv *Iqaov iTtidqjuilav^ 

SXov avxdv voijaag nixqav 8ymi 
xifv dTxfiv xaxd tiJv imdrjpilav 
avxoi, dCfig dTtfjg ^eoqelxcu xd 
fjLSxd xdv ^edv. 

3) Om. Oer. XVI 9 (Kl. 140,27) 
8ooi ydq dvpovxai dvajtXdaai 

0€dv ixeqov xal xoafwnoUav dX- 
Xtjv Tcaqd xi(v imd xov Ttvevfxaxog 
dvayeyqafjLfiivqv, olxovofxlav xda- 
fjLov naqd xdv dkij&fj xdcfxov . . . 

C. 1) Om. Oer. IX 1 (Kl. 64,23) 
i^fielg 6k iva olbafiev 8edv xal 

xdxe xal vw, iva Xqurcdv xal 
xdxe xal vvv. 


Vide damum eius PcUrem Deum, Re^ 
liquit patrem suum et matrem suam, 
eoelesUm Hieruedlem, venitque in hunc 
terrenum locum et ait ^Reliqui damum 
meam, dimiei hereditatem meamK 


Unusquisque nostrum, quando peeeat, 
per ea quae peeeat Christum relinquit, 
relinquens autem FUium rdinquit et 
Patrem. 


Pater ... erudiet homines sive per se, 
sive per Filium, sive per Spiritum 
Sanctum. 


Vide eum apud Deum Patrem, Fer- 
hum Deum, videbis integram petram, 
vide dispensationem assumpti corporis, 
videbis foramen petrae per quod paste- 
riora Dei iuxta possibilitatem imbecil- 
litatis suae humanus intuetur aspectus. 


Qui enim possunt simulare aliumcrea- 
torem extra universitatis Deum, alium 
Spiritum Sanctum, alium Christum, 
alia saecula extra haec quae cemi- 
mus.. . 


Nos unum novimus Deum et in prae- 
terito et in praesenti, unum Christum, 
et tunc et modo similiter (et unum 
Spiritum Sanctum, cum Patre et Filio 
sempitemum). 


L’esame dei luoghi parallel! delle tre class!, mentre allontana 
da ogn! gener!c!t4, favorevole od ost!le, le cons!deraz!oii! su 
Gerolamo traduttore, permette alcune affermaz!on! notevol! e 
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difficilmente discutibili. In primo luogo risulta che molti passi, i 
quali potrebbero apparire sospetti alia luce delle successive defini- 
zioni di Nicea e di Costantinopoli o che comunque concemono lo 
scottante argomento della Triniti, sono tradotti in modo asso- 
lutamente fedele^. Trovandone di simili, nel tenore e nella 
sostanza deirafiPermazione, in altre omelie, di cui non ci sussista il 
testo originale, non ci sar4 percio giustificazione per guardarli 
come incerti o addirittura per non servirsene in base ad un immo- 
tivato pregiudizio di non autenticiti. 

II secondo gruppo di testi non fa che confermare, in sostanza, 
quanto risulta dal primo, poich6 le traduzioni rispettano il senso 
generale del passo originale, anche se ad un traduttore non 
pedissequo che giudica moleatam rem et tormento similem alieno, 
vi ait TuUiuSy atomacho et non auo acribere^, si dovri perdonare 
qualche impazienza e rifusione stilistica del linguaggio origeniano, 
volutamente spoglio di abbellimenti rettorici. Certo che in qual¬ 
che raro passo, come h di ogni versione pih libera, puo cosi in- 
sinuarsi in una espressione del testo qualche sfumatura, magari 
involontaria, di modemismo. £), ad esempio, il caso, in cui proba- 
bilmente una regola di simmetria {per ae , , . per Filium . . . per 
Spiritum Sanctum) oscura la bella formula antica {xayavxSv ... 
did rov Xqioxov . , . iv dylcp Ttvevpari), la quale pero, nel contesto 
non puo essere letta come nessariamente subordinazionista o 
negatrice della divinity della terza persona. Un parallelismo in- 
terno® dirk in concreto quali formule sari giustificato prendere 
solo nel senso generale e non nel tenore letterale. 

Resta, finalmente un caso di deliberata e scoperta alterazione 
del testo con un’aggiunta del traduttore: intervento raro, ine- 
quivocabile e percio stesso felice per il filologo. Esso infatti, 
mentre da un lato k la prova in qualche modo statistica della 
frequenza assai sporadica di dette interpolazioni geronimiane 
nel testo tradotto, dall’altro, con la stessa formulazione in cui la 

^ Come invito ad una grande pnidenza nel giudicare di minore attendibiliti 
le versioni delle oroelie di Origene, sembra istnittivo riportare un esempio per 
sd insignificante, che, come altri, si sarebbe molto facilmente portati a conside- 
rare una glossa dell'interprete latino, quando non se sussistesse il testo ori¬ 
ginale : Hcd noQ* ydtQ to awexiix; dvofidCerai xai xd ^eyaXeiov TfjQ 

XoyixtjQ xpvxfjt;. (Om. Ger. VI 3). 

* Om. Luc., Prol. trad. lat. (Rau. 1, 9). 

’ Tale metodo, logico e ricco di risultati, era suggerito fin dal 1944 dal 
P. H. De Lubac nell’introduzione alle Homilies sur la Gendse (coll. Sources 
Chr^tiennes, nr. 7). 
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preoccupazione evidente di una ortodossia trinitaria assai posteri- 
ore ad Origene vi h manifestata, oflfre un sicuro elemento di 
paragone per Teventuale riconoscimento e la doverosa elimi- 
nazione dei pochi luoghi analoghi, che potessero sussistere in 
altre omelie tradotte. Inoltre, con la sua presenza e la sua strut- 
tura sintattica, costituisce un indizio (altri se ne troveranno) che 
Grerolamo preferisce per lo pih 4(Correggere>> con una precisazione 
sua un passo sulla Triniti, pericoloso nel IV® secolo, piuttosto che 
ometterlo completamente: comportamento questo, oltre al resto, 
psicologicamente pih verosimile in chi, come lui, traduce in 
fretta, dettando ad altri ed in maniera personale^. 

Gi4 un criterio di analogia permetterebbe di estendere questo 
giudizio anche alle altre omelie di Origene, tradotte dallo stesso 
autore, nella stessa locality, per destinatari dello stesso ambiente 
e, nella maggior parte dei casi, in un’epoca assai vicina alia 
traduzione delle omelie di Geremia. Tuttavia sulla testimonianza 
di Rufino e nell’ordine stesso, in cui egli accusa il monaco di 
Betlemme di eccessiva precisione e completezza, nel rendere in 
latino I’opera omiletica origeniana*, appare ancor pih legittimo 
prestare generalmente fede a quelle affermazioni che lo stesso 
traduttore fa, quando parla senza diretta preoccupazione di 
personale apologia®. 

Come per le omelie su Geremia, confrontate con il greco, 
si pud quindi pensare che siano normalmente documento altret- 
tanto sicuro delForiginale, in generale, e segnatamente nei 
luoghi sulla Triniti, le due rimanenti omelie latine sullo stesso 


^ Om. Cant. Cant., Prol. trad. lat. (Baeh. 26, 9): Itaque illo opere praeter- 
missOf . . . hos duos tractatus ... interpretatus sum, Om. Ezech., Prol. trad. lat. 
(Baeh. 318, 8): hcLS quaituordecim in Ezechidem per intervaUa diciavi. Ibid. 
(Baeh. 318, 21): Spondee quia . . . permuUa sim translaiurus, ea lege^ qua tibi 
saepe consiitui, ut ego voce praebeam, tu noiarium, Om. Luc., Prol. trad. lat. 
(Ran. 1, 16): Praetermisi paululum Hebraicarum quaestionum lihroSj td ... 
aliena dictarem. Sul modo di tradurre geronimiano, sempre brillante e per¬ 
sonale, cfr. P. Courcelle, Les lettres grecques en Occident de Macrobe 4 Cas- 
siodore, Paris 1948, pgg. 42--46 ed. E. ^ostermann. Die Uberlieferung . . . 
pgg. 23-24. 

* Rufino Apol. II 31 (Sim. 296 sgg.). 

* Om. Cant. Cant., Prol. trad. lat. (Baeh. 26, 10): hos dues tractatus . .. 
fidditer magis quam ornate interpretatus sum. Om. Ezech., Prol. trad. lat. 
(Baeh. 318, 8): homilias .. . quattuordecim in Ezechielem . . . dictavi, id magno- 
pere curans, ut idioma supradicti viri et simplicitatem sermonis . . . etiam trans- 
latio conservaret omni rhetoricae artis splendors contempto. 
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profeta^, quelle su Ezechiele* e quelle sul Cantico dei Can- 
A questa lista ed a questa valutazione andranno final' 
mente aggiunte le omelie sul Vangelo di S. Luca e quelle sul 
profeta Isaia, che nella presente elencazione si h ritenuto pero 
opportune distinguere dalle altre per alcune oaratteristiche loro 
particolari. 

Da quest! due gruppi infatti Rufino trae i due soli esempi 
documentati di traduzione meno fedele^, indicandoli cosi, in 
qualche modo, come i piti sospetti. Inoltre le omelie su Luca, per 
comune ed immediata costatazione ed universale consenso degli 
editor!, pur essendo certamente documentarie di omelie real- 
mente tenute, non ne sono tuttavia, come i test! restanti, il 
resoconto stenografico complete®; mentre le omelie su Isaia si 
differenziano dalle altre per essere state certamente tradotte da 
ultime, tra il 392 ed il 400, nel periodo, cioh, in cui la polemica 
antiorigeniana aveva raggiunto e definitivamente coinvolto 
S. Gerolamo. In particolare: 

1. Nelle omelie sul Vangelo di S. Luca, gli esempi citati da 
Rufino centre Gerolamo sono due e gli rimproverano, uno Tomis- 
sione di una frase, Taltro I’aggiunta delle parole atqtte naturae al 
substantiae del testo, per meglio sottolLieare il concetto ivi 
espresso dall*autore. 


^ Om. Ger., trad. S. G«rol., Ill 2 (Baeh. 308, 29): In tidventu Domini 
mei lesu Christi ... superposUi sunt Pater et FUius et Spiritus Sanctus Baby- 
loni. 

* Om. £z. II 2 (Baeh. 342, 10): 8i quis enim ea, quae lesus Christus Domi- 
nus locutus est^ et inteUigit et in eo loco loquitur^ quo locutus est ipse^ .,, de 
Spiritu Sancio loquitur sermones filii Dei lesu, 

Om. £z. 113 (Baeh. 344, 26): InteUigens Sanctum Spiritum Dei, 'posP 
Dominum Deum meum "ambulabo\ Om. £z. IV 5 (Baeh. 366, 29): Cum autem 
fueris Christi, eris et omnipotentis Patris, quia unius sunt iunctaeque naturtu. 
Si ergo fuerint ires viri isti non indiget Spiritus Sancius, ut etiam nunc ^Noe et 
Daniel et lob* osiendat, .. Om. £z. VI 6 (Baeh. 384, 15):... at Spiritus Sanctus 
dederit, ad Christum et ad Deum Patrem transmigrabo. Om. £z. VII 4 (Baeh. 
394, 26): . .. Quomodo oportet baptizari in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus 
Sancti, Om. £z. XI 2 (Baeh. 421, 31): Si aliquando Dei indiguimus auxilio, 
semper autem in inteUectu Scripturarum Spiritu eius Sancto indigemus. 

* Om. Cant. Cant. II 7 (Baeh. 61, 24): ... impleatur vino Spiritus Sancti 
anima vestra et sic introducite in domum vestram Sponsum, Verbum, sapientiam, 
veritatem, 

^ Apol. II 3], 50 (Sim. pgg. 296. 352). 

* M. Rauer in; Origenes Werke, IX. Bd., 2. Aufl., Berlin 1969, Introduz. 
pgg. VII 8gg. e specialmente pg. VIII, nota 1. 
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Con il Rauer^ si puo notare facilmente la scarsa rilevanza 
che tale alterazione riveste finalmente. Dell’omissione, cui 5 
fatto accenno in forma generica*, non possiamo naturalmente 
valutare I’importanza in maniera del tutto completa, ma 5 
normale pensare, analogamente ai casi simili e raffrontabili su 
riportati dalle omelie su Geremia, che si tratti di una preterizione, 
giustificata per il traduttore pih che da motivi dogmatic! (perch5 
altrimenti avrebbe sottolineato, come osserva scandalizzato 
Rufino*, altri element! sospetti d’eresia ed a lui altrettanto 
noti?), dal tenore stesso del testo greco delle omelie, certo sempli- 
ficato ed abbreviate rispetto a quello effettivamente pronun- 
ciato davanti all’asscmblea ecclesiastica di Cesarea attorno al 
216 o dopo il 231. A tale proposito gioveri sottolineare come 
accettata da tutti^ ed immediatamente verificabile la cony in- 
zione che il testo greco delle omelie sul Vangelo di Luca sia una 
stesura riassuntiva dei principal! concetti sviluppati nelle omelie 
predicate, fatta magari da Origene stesso. Che tale loro reda- 
zione compendiaria sia comunque assai antica e precedente alia 
versione geronimiana, ci sembra in ogni caso risultare gi4 da un 
inciso del traduttore nel Prologo inviato a Paola e ad Eustochio®. 

Si spiegher& cosl, della conformazione stessa deU’originale, 
la maggior parte dei luoghi, nei quali la versione latina appare 
chiaramente semplificata ed abbreviata, rispetto ad un pih diffuso 
testo certamente pronunciato da Origene: e ne uscir4 indenne la 
fama di fedelti del traduttore latino, per ci6 che concerne la 
estensione e la completezza del testo. Cio h ancora provato dal 
confronto dei frammenti greci della Filocalia, che sussistono, i 
quali in pih confermano—e senza ombra di dubbio—che I’originale 
6 stato anche tradotto con un’osservanza precisa e letterale®. 


' Rauer, op. cit. pg. XIV: „Und gerade der Vorwiirf eines so kleinen 
Einschubes wie des et naturae beweist, da6 Rufin, so gerne er auch wollte, an 
der Ubersetzung seines Gegners nicht viel auszusetzen land ... ein erzwun- 
genes Eingestandnis, das aber danim nnr um so mehr wiegt“. 

* Apol. II31 (Sim. 296, 4): ... tn omeliis secundum Lucae Evangelium ... 
ubi de Filio Dei in Oraeco non recte inveneras praeteristi, in Ulo loco ubi dicit 
'Magnificat anima mea '... 

* Apol. II31 (Sim. 296,12; 298, 1): ... de anima rum praeteristi ... ea. — 
Haec et miUe alia rum suJbtraxisti, 

^ Rauer, op. cit., pgg. VII sgg. 

* Om. Luc., Prol. trad. lat. (Rau. 1, 8): sicut in Oraeco habeniur, 

* Rauer, op. cit., pgg. XV: „Im tibrigen zeigt der Vergleich mit den er- 
haltenen griechischen Tezten, daB wir der Ubersetzung des Hieronymus Ver- 
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Non vi sari allora motive per considerare i passi concementi 
la Triniti^ con un criterio diverse da quello sopra giustificato 
per i luoghi analoghi ricorrenti in altre omelie. 

2. Le Omelie su Isaia, dal canto loro, mostrano fra tutte delle 
caratteristiche particolari. Manca per esse un testo greco o dei 
frammenti tali da permettere raflFronti; sono state tradotto dope 
tutte le altre tanto che sole non appaiono nel catalogo del De 
viris iUuatribus 136; ed infine per esse unicamente la pur spora- 
dica accusa di Rufino a proposito di un passo sulla Triniti inter¬ 
polate risulta esatta e rilevante. Converri pertanto, pur rico- 
noscendole come letteralmente fedeli, e simili in tutto alle altre 
traduzioni per I’aspetto che manifestamente denota I’insieme del 
testo, esaminarle e discuterle a parte per quanto si riferisce ai 
passi sulla Triniti; e tenere presente, nel farlo, che il luogo indi¬ 
cate in esse da Rufino e I’unico simile da noi incontrato nelle 
omelie su Greremia* servono egregiamente ad indicare la possi- 
biliti, sia pure saltuaria, e specialmente le modaliti, secondo le 
quali S. Gerolamo ha potuto talora intervenire nella versione di 
un passo sulla Triniti, glossandolo secondo la ortodossia del 
suo tempo. 


trauen schenken kdnnen. Sie zeigt den fliissigen geschmeidigen Stil dee er- 
fahrenen Interpreten und ist wort- and einngetreu. 

^ Om. Luc. Ill (Rau. 19, 26): Hoc avXtm non aolum super Deo Poire inteUe- 
gas, sed etiam super Domino SalvcUore ei super Spiritu Sancto et, ad minora 
perveniam, super Cherubim et Seraphim, Om. Luc. Ill (Rau. 20, 27): . .. ei 
Spiritum Sanctum et Dominum Salvatorem et ipsum Deum Patrem . . . mereatur 
videre. Om. Luc. XVIII (Rau. 113, 27): Quia igitur Salvator Creatoris est Filius 
in commune Patrem Filiumque laudemus. Om. Luc. XXV (Rau. 151, 3): Porro 
alii le^entes: ^mittam vobis advocatum, Spiritum veritatis\ nolunl intellegere ter- 
tiam personam a Palre et Filio et divinam sublimemquc naturam (affermazione 
polemicarivoltaaiMarcioniti). Om. Luc. XXV (Rau. 162, 12): Dilige Dominum 
Deum tuum in Christo nec te pules diversam habere posse in Patre et Filio carita- 
tem, Simul dilige Deum et Christum; dilige Patrem in Filio, Filium in Patre. 
Om. Luc. XXVII (Rau. 160, 8): Talis est Spiritus Sanctus, mundus et volucris 
et in sublime consurgens. Om. Luc. XXXIV (Rau. 191, 4): rd (5vo Srp^dgia (sc. 
dvdyexat) elq ti)v Tiegl naxQdq xai viov yvmatv (Porro duos denarios Patrem et 
Filium inteUegi). Om. Luc. XXXIV (Rau. 194, 18): Duo denarii notitia mihi 
videtur esse Patris et Filii et scientia sacramenti, quomodo Pater in Filio et 
Filius in Patre sit. Om. Luc. XXXVII (Rau. 212,23): ... loquamur et laudemus 
Deum in Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto. In quest’unico passo, che suona 
identico alia traduzione geronimiana di Om. Ger. X 1, si potrebbe pensare 
ad una formula originale leggermente diversa, analoga a quella greca del luogo 
citato. 

* Om. Ger., trad. lat. IX 1. 
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II 

Nell’ Apologia di Rufino vi sono due pa43si che appaiono di 
particolare interesse, anzitutto perch^ riguardano afifermazioni 
sulla Trinity, secondariamente ai fini di un’edizione critica delle 
omelie su Isaia di Origene quali ci sussistono nella versione latina 
di Gerolamo. I due luoghi dicono rispettivamente: 

a) Denique in omeliis Isaiah visio Dei Filium ei Spiritum Sanc¬ 
tum retvlit, Ita tu ista tranatvlisti, adiciena ex te quod aensum 
aucUyria ad clemerUiorem traheret irUellectum, Aia enim: %Quae 
aurU iata duo Seraphin? Dominua meua leaua Chriatua et 
Spiritua 8anctua,% Et ex tuo addidiati: mNec putea Trinitatia 
diaaidere naiuram, ai nominum aervantur officiat'^, 

b) Nam . . . ille in omeliia de laaia duo Seraphin Filium et 
Spiritum Sanctum eaae irUerpretaiua eat, et addena de auo: 
MiNemo aeatimet in Trinitate naturae eaae differentiam cum 
nominum diacemurdur officiate. 

Essendo quest! passi, o almeno il primo di essi, noti agli editor! 
delle omelie su Isaia, e particolarmente al piti recente di essi, 
W. A. Baehrens, appare strano che se ne sia fatto uso soltanto 
per Tattribuzione a S. Gerolamo della traduzione anonima delle 
omelie stesse* e non siano invece serviti per I’edizione critica 
come tale. Infatti: ammesso che la afifermazione di Rufino sia 
vera e riscontrabile nel testo delle omelie su Isaia pervenutoci, 
ci troveremmo in presenza di un luogo sicuramente non origeniano 
e come tale da espungere o, quanto meno, da indicare come non 
autentico. Cosi I’editore stesso ha ritenuto giustamente di dover 
fare per dei casi assai meno important! di interpolazioni ricor- 
rent! nelle altre omelie*; cosi si h comportato il Rauer, I’editore 
delle omelie sul Vangelo di Luca, che nella medesima citazione 
ha segnalato nell’apparato critico le parole aggiunte®. Simile 
condotta, gi4 per &h a nostro awiso doverosa in una edizione 
che si propone di essere critica e delle opere di Origene, lo diventa 
ancora di pih quando si noti che il passo in parola concerne la 

^ Apol. II31 (Sim. 298, 33). * Apol. II 50 (Sim. 352, 6). 

* W. A. Baehrens, Origenes Werke, VIII Bd., Leipzig 1925, Introduzione 
pg. XLIII. 

* Un esempio evidente d in Om. Cant. Cant. I, 6 (Baeh. 37, 13), ove una 
diffusa glossa ^ espunta. 

* M. Rauer, Origenes Werke IX, 2. Aud., Berlin 1959, pg. 26, nota alle 
righe 11 sgg. 
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Triniti, un argomento cioh sul quale dal quarto secolo in poi 
si h sviluppata la polemica antiorigeniana ed a proposito del 
quale sarebbe percid tanto piti interessante ristabilire con la 
maggiore esattezza o approssimazione possibile, quanto e come 
Origene abbia detto. — Inoltre I’individuare un luogo sicura- 
mente non origeniano nel testo potrebbe portare a riconosceme 
altri simili sempre sullo stesso soggetto; econilmedesimo ma piti 
ampio risultato, ristabilire almeno in parte (tranne cio6 per le 
eventuali omissioni) il genuine tenore delle afifermazioni trini- 
tarie origeniane, fatte nelle omelie, cio^ nella maturity e di 
fronte al controllo tradizionale della assemblea ecclesiastica. 

Non occorre dire che il poter fissare esattamente, per espun- 
gerli, i passi sulla Trinity non origeniani, riconoscendone netta- 
mente il numero e la proporzione con gli autentici, potr& con- 
correre, come terzo e definitivo elemento di giudizio, a deter- 
minare il valore e Tattendibiliti sull’argomento di S. Girolamo 
come traduttore e a dissipare Tatmesfera di sospetto generico, 
ma generale, di infedelt& che continuava a circondare la sua 
versione latina. 

1. Delle due citazioni di Rufino, che abbiamo riportato, la 
prima si ritrova alia lettera nella prima omelia su Isaia^: si 
vedr4 dall’esame della seconda che essa non 6 nelTApologia, 
che 6 una ripetizione della prima, fatta affidandosi alia memoria, 
non letterale, ma assolutamente fedele come senso, dopo che la 
prima era stata probabilmente riscontrata sul manoscritto geroni- 
miano. In tali condizioni sembra davvero difificile pensare come lo 
Zockler, che Rufino attribuisca erroneamente la traduzione delle 
omelie a S. Gerolamo e che il luogo citato appartenga ad un 
frammento geronimiano di opera similare, inserito da un altro 
traduttore delle omelie su Isaia di Origene. La opinione, che si 
basa sull’assenza di ogni accenno alle omelie in parola nel De viria 
illustribua 135, 6 oggi comunemente rigettata per vari motivi, 
compreso im luogo della stessa Apologia di Rufino*. L’accusa 
di quest’ultimo, cosi puntuale e rivolta ad un contemporaneo, 
vivente e del carattere di S. Gerolamo, resa credibile anche 
dall’analogo comportamento dello Stridonense nell’omelia IX su 
Geremia, ha quindi pieno aspetto di veridicit4: h pertanto assai 
probabile, per non dire certo, che Gerolamo abbia veramente 


^ Om. Is. I 2 (Baeh. 244, 28). 

* W. A. Baehrens, op. cit. pg. XLIIl. 
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aggiunto quelle parole—estranee al contesto—per delle preoccupa- 
zioni di ortodossia. 

2. L’atteggiamento risulta particolarmente plausibile quando 
si consideri il tempo in cui le omelie su Isaia sono state tradotte. 
La data non 6 del tutto sicura, poich6 la versione ci 6 giunta 
anonima e senza indicazioni cronologiche. Perd I’editore stabi- 
lisce^ che essa deve cadere dopo il 392, per la mancanza di accenni 
al proposito nel catalogo delle proprie version! del De viris illu- 
stribua, Aggiungiamo che deve essere owiamente anteriore alia 
pubblicazione della Apologia di Rufino (401—2), la quale vi fa 
esplicito cenno. In questo spazio di tempo si possono avanzare 
delle ipotesi che la awicinino o la allontanino dal centre della 
polemica origeniana. La traccia h fomita da un trattatello gero- 
nimiano su Isaia, scoperto e pubblicato nel 1901 da P. Amelli^ 
e per la cui datazione si pu6 seguire quella proposta dal Morin, 
secondo la quale «cette allocution a du itre prononcee par Jerome 
au plus fort de la lutte centre I’origenisme, vraisemblablement en 
402*®. L’ipotesi di una sua distanza non eccessiva dalla tradu- 
zione delle omelie h ancor pih seria quando si legge nel trattato 
una scoperta e constante polemica antiorigeniana: quasi a farsi 
perdonare, come era nello stile irruente di S. Gerolamo^, non 
tanto i due trattatelli® scritti in gioventh sullo stesso luogo di 
Isaia circa trent’anni prima (381) ed ai quali si richiama con 
candore per asserire la sua avversione ad Origene!®, quanto la 
traduzione delle omelie su Isaia, non certo lontana nel tempo e 
compromettente per la fedelt4 ad Origene anche nei passi trini- 
tari, nonostante qualche glossa. Questa soprattutto gli poteva 

' W. A. Baehrens, op. cit. loc. cit. 

• S. Hieronymi Tractatus contra Origenem de visione Esaiae ed. AmbrosiuB 
M. Amelli, Montecassino 1901. Il trattato fu ripubblicato da dom G. Morin in 
Anecdota Maredsolana Ill 3, pgg. 103—122. 

• G. Morin, Le nouveau traits de saint J4rdme sur la vision d'lsale, 6dit6 
par dom A. Amelli, sta in Revue d’histoire eccl6siastique 2, 1901, 825, cfr. 
anche pgg. 820 sgg. Sulla questione della datazione e dell^attribuzione, cfr. 
F. Cavallera, Saint J4r6me. Sa vie. Son oeuvre, Louvain 1922, vol. II, nota F, 

pgg. 81-86. 

• Un esempio significativo h in Apol. Ill 9 (PL 23, 464): Eodem fervore quo 
Origenem ante laudavimus nunc damneUum toto orbe damnemus ... 

‘ Ep. XVIII A (Lab. I, 64 sgg.) ed. Ep. XVIII B (Lab. I, pgg. 164 sgg.). 

• Nella Ep. LXXXIV 3 (Lab. IV, 127) a Pammachio ed Oceano del 399 
scrive; In lectione Isaiae, in qua duo Seraphim damatUia describuntur, iUo inter^ 
pretante FUium et Spiritum Sanctum, nonne ego detestandam ezpositionem in 
duo testamenta mutavil 

12 Studla Patrlstica VI 
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interessare che fosse dimenticata, in quanto fatta nel pieno della 
polemica contro I’esegeta alessandrino^ ed in quella terra di 
Palestina che ne era stata il teatro privilegiato. 

3. II fissare la data ed il luogo, in cui S. Grerolamo tradusse le 
omelie su Isaia sembra preliminare indispensabile per poter 
ricostruire le preocoupazioni specifiche di ortodossia o magari di 
convenienza, che potevano determinarlo nel corso di tale lavoro, e 
la terminologia che Tespressione di alcune proposizioni di fede 
esigeva o suggeriva in quel momento della storia ecclesiastica. 

Nei decenni che vanno dal Concilio di Nicea (326) a quelli 
susseguitisi, specie in Oriente, dal 381 alia fine del secolo, 6 in 
discussione, nel seno della Chiesa Cattolica, Vunitii della natura 
divina nelle tre persone ugtuili c distinte della SS, In 

infinite maniere tale dogma, non ancora chiaramente definito 
dal Magistero, h attaccato da ogni sorta di eretici. Da Eimomio e 
dagli ariani, negatori della divinity reale del Figlio e dello Spirito 
Santo, ai Sabelliani, che non accettavano la distinzione delle 
persone divine, agli Apollinaristi, ai Macedoniani o «Pneumato- 
machi», ai 4iTropici», per cui le espressioni scritturali concementi 
lo Spirito Santo erano solo figure, si svolge una gamma sottile e 
diffusissima di professioni eterodosse. 

Ne mancano confusioni, volute o meno, di vocabolario sul 
nuovo senso delle parole indaraaiq^ ovala, TcgdacoTtov e dei corri- 
spettivi vocaboli latini svbatarUia, wiiura, persona. La contro- 
versia che oppose Melezio a Paolino, composta in modo instabile 
nel Concilio di Alessandria, h un caso tipico della descritta situa- 
zione; e le parole di Gerolamo nella lettera a Damaso* del 376—77 
sono una significativa e seccata testimonianza degli inconvenienti 
e del disagio che essa comportava. 


^ La polemica aveva raggiunto fin dal 393 Gerolamo, che, se da un lato 
prende violenta posizione antiorigeniana al fianco di Epifanio contro Giovanni 
di Gerusalemme (estate 396), dalFaltro, convinto nell’intimo del valore di 
Origene ne consiglia la lettura a Tranquillino nel 397/98 nell^Ep. LXII 
(Lab. Ill, 115 sgg.). L'acuirsi della lotta e la preoccupazione di apparire orto- 
dosso pu6 Buggerirgli perci6 nel 402 la violenza del nuovo trattatello su Isaia. 

* Hefele-Leclercq, Histoire des Conciles, Paris 1907, t. II, 1 pgg. 45—48. 

• Ep. XV 3 (Lab. I, 47): Nunc post Nicenam /idem, post Alexandrinum ... 
decretum trium vTioardaewv ah Arianorum prole ... noveUum a me, homine 
Romano, nomen exigitur .. . Interrogamus quid ires hypostases posse arhitrentur 
intellegi: dres personas suhsistentesi^ aiunt, Respondemus nos ita credere: rum 
sufficit sensus, ipsum nomen efflagitarU, quia nescio quid veneni in syllabis 
latet. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



I passi sulla Trinity noU’Origene latino 


171 


Intanto la dottrina cattolica veniva espressa sempre piii esplici- 
tamente negli scritti dei grandi campioni dell’ortodossia^, che am- 
pliavano la scama definizione di Nicea sullo Spirito Santo elg 
ayiov TwevfjLa (sc. nurxevofA€v)%, in formule piii estese e precise* e sotto- 
lineavano definitivamente la non subordinata diviniti del Figlio*. 

4. Homo Idtinua in Palestina, nel cuore di un Oriente di cui 
diffidava, S. Gerolamo volge in latino le omelie su Isaia certo 
dopo il 392, ultimo tra tutte quelle tradotte*. II lavoro h percid 
af&ontato in un clima saturo di discussioni appassionato, anzi 
proprio nel momento in cui la contesa, da un lato, con la venuta 
del monaco Aterbio (393) lo aveva probabilmente gii coinvolte 
in modo pubblico, dall’altro, assunte proporzioni ben piii larghe 
di .ima limitata disputa teologica, aveva ormai suscitato e conti- 
nuava a suscitare, specie in Oriente, un seguito di riunioni e di 
definizioni conciliari, legate anche a preoccupazioni pastorali, 
disciplinari e politiche®. 


^ Nel seguito cronologico sia sufficiente ricordare: S. Atanasio, Epistolae 
ad Serapionem (356/361); S. Basilio, Contra Eunomium (363/365). De Spiritu 
Sancto (375); S. Epifanio, Anooratus LXVIII, LXXII e LXXV (374). Pana- 
non (tra il 375 e il 377); S. Gregorio di Naz., Oratio De Spiritu Sancto (380); 
S. Ambrogio, De Spiritu Sancto (381); S. Gregorio di Naz., Adversus Mace- 
donianoe (381). Contra Eunomium (381). 

* Tra le formulazioni in questo senso pid antiche ed autorevoli cfr. S. Ata¬ 
nasio, Ep. ad Serap. I 20—21 (PG 26,601) : t6 toIwv /ii) Gv xTlofia^ d^Xi^cDfiivcv 
r& vUp wg 6 vidg rjvwrai T(p tioiqI, rd owdoiaCdfAevcv nargl xal vUp xal GeoXo^ 
yovfuvov furd tov Adyov, ivegyovv re dneg 6 Tiat^g did tov viov ipydfrrcu, Tubg 
6 liycov HxlafAa odx dvrixgvg elg adrdv t6v vidv daefiel, 

S. Epifanio, Ancoratus CXIX (PG 43, 232) = 118,11 (1147 Roll): niared- 
Ofiev elg t6 nvevfia dyiov, t6 xvgiov xal fccojioidv, t6 ix tov jtargdg kxno- 
gevdfievovt t6 adv mngl xal vUp avfmgoaxwov/ievov xal (jwdo(a(6fievov, rd AaX^av 
did TdfP TiQoqntidjv, Ibid. CXX (PG 43, 233) = 119,10 (1148f. Roll); Odrmg di 
Tuarevofiev iv odrq) dri iarl Ttvevjna dyiov nvevfui deov Jtvevfia riXeiov nvevfia m- 
gdxXriTov, dbataxov, ix tov naTgog ixnogevdfievovy xal ix tov viov XofApdvov xal 
niarevdfievoif, 

» Ad. es. S. Epifanio, op. cit., CXX (PG 43,232 sg.) = 118,13 (I 147 RoU): 
Todg di XiyovTog' nore dTe odx ^», xal mglv yewrjdfjvai odx rjdrin 
odx dvTOJV iyiverOf rj i^ Mgag vjiocrraGeojg rj odaiagi^, qxiaxovTag elvai ^evardv 
rj dXXouoTdv t6v tov deov vldv, To&zovg dvadefiarCCei ^ xa:&oXixif ... ixxXrjaiat, 
Cfr. anche op. cit., CXX (PG 43, 233). 

* Le omelie so Geremia e quelle su Ezechiele erano state tradotte tra il 
380 ed il 381; le due omelie sul Cantico dei Cantici nel 383; quelle sul Vangelo 
di S. Luca verso il 390. 

* Cfr. C. J. Refele-R. Leclercq, op. cit., t. II1, pgg. I—125; A. Fliche- 
V. Martin, Ristoire de TEglise, t. Ill, Paris 1939, specie pgg. 277—299; 
A. Saba, Storia della Chiesa, vol. I, Torino 1938, pgg. 263 sgg. 

12* 
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Dal grande Concilio di Costantinopoli del 381 a quelli di 
Alessandria, Gerusalemme e Cipro, tenuti espressamente contro 
rorigenismo nel 399, basti fare accenno ai concili di Aqnileia (381), 
di Costantinopoli e di Roma (382), ancora di Costantinopoli (383), 
di Treviri (385), di Roma, di Antiochia e di Cartagine (386) e al 
seguito di quelli di Cartagine svoltisi dal 393 in avanti. 

In tutti questi concili la preoccupazione dogmatica principale 
h quella di sottolineare la consustanzialitii, Vunita e la distinzione 
delle tre persone divine, Giover4 riportare in nota alcune delle 
formule conciliari piti importanti^ per due ragioni: anzitutto per 

^ Le pid importanti sono quelle del Concilio di Costantinopoli (381), che 
riportiamo nella versione latina per permettere un confronto piii diretto con i 
termini geronimiani: can. V (Mansi III 559): etiam eos suscipimus,-qui 
ArUiochiae unam Pairis et FUii ei Spiritus Sancti deikUem confitentur. Symbol. 
(Mansi III 566): credimus ... »n unum dominum Jesum Christum ... natum 
non factum, homousion PaJtri, hoc est, eiusdem cum Patre substantiae ..in 
Spiritum Sanctum dominum et vivificantem, ex Patre procedeniem, et cum Patre 
et Filio adorandum et conglorificandum, 

Epist. Episcoporum Damaso ... (Mansi III 586): ... fides ... noe docet 
credere in nomine Patria et Filii et Spiritus Sancti, hoc est in diviniatem, poten- 
tiam et subatantiam unam PaJtria et Filii et Spiritus Sancti, aequalem dignitatem 
et coaetemum regnum, in tribua perfectiaaimia hypoataaibua, aive in tribua per- 
fectia peraonia; adeo ut neque quidquam loci detur peatiferae Sabelli htiereai, qua 
confunduntur personae, hoc est proprietatea toUuntur; neque blasphemia Euno- 
mianorum, Arianorum aut eorum qui Spiritum Sanctum oppugnant, quidquam 
habeat ponderia, quae quidem eaaentiam, naturam aive divinitatem diacindit, et 
Trinitati, quae increata et consubatantialia et coaeterna est, naturam posteriua 
genitam, aut creatam, aut quae sit alterius eaaentiae, inducit, 

Nello stesso anno si svolse il Concilio di Aquileia: Epist. ad Gratianum, 
Valentinianum et Theodosium imperatores (Mansi III 616): ... cum sacrilegia 
vocibus (cum Ariua solum Patrem aempitemum, solum bonum, solum verum 
Deum, solum immoriaXitatem habentem, solum aapientem, solum potentem di- 
cendo, ezpertem eorum filium, impia commendatione voluiaaet inteUigi) iati 
Arium ... sequi ... voluerunt. 

Del Concilio di Treviri (386) b interessante la Profeaaio fidei catholicae 
de Trinitate (Mansi III 676): Clemena Trinitaa est una divinitaa, Ut autem per 
aacramentum cognoacatur, unitaa eatabeo qui eat, et Spiritus Sanctua a quo qui 
eat et unigenitua: sic exiatena divinae naturae lucia, spiritus, a aeae per naturam, 
per subatantiam maieatatia, potestatis, virtutia, divinae lucia, unua in duobua et 
uterque in idipaum. Pater in Filio, Filiua in Patre, uterque in Spiritu Sancto. 
Sic tribua peraonia confitemur corpus praeacientiae, 

Nel Concilio di Cartagine (390) sotto il can. I (Mansi 111 692) sono riportate 
le parole del vescovo Genetlio: Ad corroborandaa autem fratrum et coepiacopo- 
rum noatrorum nuper promotorum mentea, ea porponenda aunt, qucte a patribua 
certa diapoaitione accepimua: ut Trinitatia, quam noatria senaibua conaecratam 
retinemua, Patria et Filii et Spiritua Sancti, unitatem, quae nuUam noacitur 
habere differentiam, aicut didicimua, ita Dei populoa inatruamua. 
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notare in esse la cura di evitare nella professione della fede orto- 
dossa ogni possibile equivoco di subordinazionismo; quindi per 
ritrovare, fino nel tenore della loro espressione, i punti dottrinali 
che destavano preoccupazione e che percio potevano piii facil- 
mente ofifrire occasione di eventuali «spiegazioni)> inserite in 
traduzioni di testi antichi, con uno scrupolo di vocabolario e di 
interessi dogmatici ovviamente estranei alia disinteressata 
genericit4 al riguardo dei testi stessi. 

Simile atteggiamento poteva essere per di pih suggerito dai 
ripetuti richiami del magistero episcopale, in particolarissimo 
modo di Epifanio, il quale insisteva perchfe il simbolo ormai 
esplicitato della fede di Nicea, oltre che professato e creduto, 
fosse anche da ogni fedele materialmente espresso^. Si aggiunga 
a quest’opera di persuasione la decisa presa di posizione deir 
imperatore Teodosio a favore dell’ortodossia^ con tutte le possi- 
bili conseguenze sul piano politico. 

5. Dalla Pasqua del 393, epoca del viaggio di Epifanio a Gerusa- 
lemme, S. Gerolamositrovavacoinvoltonelpienodellepolemiche® 

^ Tra i richiami pih tipici: 

Epifanio, Ancoratus CXVIII (PG43, 232) = 118, 7 (I 146 Roll), dove le 
lunghe e particolareggiate formule, ivi riportate, in cui viene espressa in fun- 
zione esplicitamente antieretica la fede ortodossa sulla Trinita, sono precedute 
da queste raccomandazioni tassative: Tama odrwg Xiryovreg • • • dtaXelTiere 
oi nurtoi xal 6Q&6do^Oiy xavxrjv ti)v dyiav niaxiv rrjg xa'&oXixfjg ixxXtjaiag .. . 
<pvXdn€tv‘ xal oSrcog ixaaroif raw xaTtjxovfihayv xwv fieXXdvTwv rip dy(q) Xomg^ 
Ttgoaiivai ov fidvav djiayydXXeiv 6<p€lXeT€ rd marevetv xoig iamwv vioig iv Kvgitp 
dXXd xal diddaxeiv ^rjrcdg, (bg tiovtcov i} adrij fi‘i^xr}Q v/Aonf re xal i^fiwvy to Xdyetv '... 

Ancoratus, CXX (PG43, 233) = 118,14 (1147 Roll): ^Eneidij di xal iv rfj 
‘fffAsrtioq. yewe^ ivixvyjav dXXai rivig algiaeig dXXendXXriXoi .. . rovrov ;|fdpiv v/ielg 
xal i^fieig, xal navreg ol dg&ddo^oi imaxonoi ..., ngdg rag dvaxvyfdaag algiaeig 
dxoXovd^fog rfj rwv dylcuv ixelvcav narigcDV Tigoreray/Liivu Jilarei, odrcog Xiyo/iev 
fidhara rolg rip dyUp Xomgip JcgoaiovaiVy ha djtayyiXXooai xal Xiycnai odroyg . . . 

Analoghe disposizioni si trovano nel can. I del Concilio di Cartagine del 
390 e quindi vengono riprese spesso nei canoni dei successivi Concdii deUa 
Chiesa africana. 

* Codice Teodosiano (ed. J. Gothfried, Lipsia 1793, t. VI, pg. 10): Epis- 
copie tradi omnee ecclesias mox ivhemue, qui uniue maieetatie atque virtutie 
Patrem et Filium et Spiritum Sanctum confitentuTy eiuedem gloriaty dariUUie 
uniue: nihil dieeonum prof ana divieione facientee, eed Trinitaiie ordinemy per- 
eonarum adeertionem et divinitatie unitatem, 

* Cfr. al riguardo: F. Cavallera, Saint J6r6me. Sa vie et son oeuvre, Lou- 
vain-Paris 1922,1.1, pgg. 193—288. B. Altaner, Patrologia 3. ed. (tr. Femia), 
Torino 1944, pgg. 212—215. M. Villain, Rufin d’Aquil^e. La querelle autour 
d’Orig^ne, sta in Recherches de science religieuse 27, 1937, pgg. 12 sgg. — 
Saint J^rdme, Lettres (ed. J. Labourt), t. IV, Paris 1954, pgg. 185 sgg. 
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(si pens! che nel luglio del 395 il vescovo Giovanni di Geru- 
salemme aveva ottenuto dal potere civile un ordine di 
espulsione di Gerolamo dalla Palestina, che non ebbe esecuzione 
solo per gli attacchi degli Unni ad Antiochia e per la morte del 
ministro Bufino di Costantinopoli) e perfettamente al corrente dei 
punti principali della controversia origeniana, anche per aver 
tradotto in latino parecchie delle lettere sinodali o pa^torali dei 
vescovi d’Oriente. Dallo stesso suo stile e vocabolario sar4 
pertanto utile raccogliere le afifermazioni sulla Trinity fatte in 
queirepoca, come documenti del linguaggio corrente. Ad esse 
servir& accostare le analoghe profession! di fede trinitaria, con 
cui Bufino neWApologia si difende dal sospetto di propensione 
per le idee origeniane. Appariri cosi in quale misura queste 
formule siano vicine, in quanto nel IV® secolo sono diventate 
quelle ormai canoniche della catechesi ufficiale. 

Delle lettere di Gerolamo, scritte nel periodo considerate, 
si notino i passi seguenti: 

a) Una eat Dei sola natura, qnae vere eataed quia iUa aola 
eat infecta naiura, et in tribua peraonia deitaa una avbaiatit quae 
eat vere, una naiura eat: quiaque tria eaae, hoc eat trea inocrcdaeig^ 
dicit, aub nomine pietaiia trea njoiuraa conaJtur adaerere . . . Sufficiat 
nobia dicere unam avbatarUiam, trea peraonaa aubaiaterUea perfectaa^ 
aequalea, coa^etemaa; taceantur trea hypoatasea, ai placet, et una 
teneatur'^, 

b) Quia enim catholicorum poaait aequo animo auatincre , , ,vi 
avdiant Origenia doctrinam , , ,et credant . . . illiua praedicationi 
mon poteat Filiua videre Patrem neque Spiritua Sanctua videre 
Filiumt^? 

c) Quid ibi (sc. in omeliia in Canticum Canticorum) de dogma- 
tibua eccleaiae dicitur? Quid de Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto?^ 

d) Mihi tamen peraonae diveraitaa non facit quaeationem, cum 
aciam et Chriatum, et Spiritum Sanctum uniua eaae aubatantiac, nec 
alia Spiritua verba eaae quam Filii nec alivd Filium iuaaiaae quam 
Spiritum^, 

^ S. Jerdme, Lettres (ed. Labourt), Paris 1949—1964, 1.1—IV. Ep. XV 3 
(t. I, pg. 48). D*ora in poi Tindicazione della pagina si intender& riferita a 
questa edizione. 

* Ep. LI 4 (t. II, pg. 161). 

* Ep. LXXXIV 2 (t. IV, pg. 126). Con queste parole Gerolamo vuole scu- 
sarsi di aver tradotto le Omelie sal Cantico dei Cantici. 

* Ep. XVIII4 (t. I, pg. 68). 
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e) Nos . .. docemvs et praedicamus in ecclesiis et confitemur, 
TrinUcUem increatam, a^mam unins esse in tribus svbsistentiis 
substantiae in una deitate trinitatem adorantes^, 

f) Sanctum, inquit, et adorandum Trinitatem, eiusdem sub- 
stantiae et coaetemam, eiusdem gloriae et divinitatis, credimus: 
anaJthemaiizardes eos qui grande, aui parvum, avJt inaequale, avJt 
visibile in deitate Trinitatis quidqvam loquuntur. Sed sicvt incor- 
poralem, invisibilem et actemum dicimtis Patrem: sic incorporalem, 
invisibilem et aetemum dicimus Filium et Spiritum Sanctum^. 

Dal primo libro dell’^po2o^a di Bufino &i notino i passi segu- 
enti: 

a) ,, , teneo quod Pater et Filius et Spiritus Sarutus unius 
deitatis sint uniusque substantiae: coaetema, inseparabilis, in- 
corporea, invisibilis, incornprehensibilis Trinitas et sibi soli, ut 
est, ad perfectum nota . . nec est prorsus vUa in Trinitate 
diversitas, nisi quod iUe Pater est, et hie Filius et iUe Spiritus 
Sanctus: Trinitas in personarum distinctions, unitas in veritate 
substantiae^, 

b) Nos ., , tenemus quod sancta Trinitas coaetema sit et unius 
virtutis atque substantiae^, 

c) Haec ratio, quia rum faciebat aliquam differentiam Trini¬ 
tatis, visa mihi est rum debere penitus abici^, 

d) Quomodo criminis loco ducetur, ubi invisibilitatis aequalitas 
inter Patrem et Filium et Spiritum Sanctum confirmatur?^ 

e) Si quis negat quod rum ita videt Filius Patrem, sicut Pater 
Filium, et rum ita videt Pater Filium et Spiritum Sanctum, ana¬ 
thema sit^. 

f) , , , per omne librorum corpus numquam est iUa differentia 
Trinitatis^, 


^ £p. XCIII1 (t. IV, pg. 159). £ la traduzione fatta da Gerolamo della 
rispoeta dei vescovi di Palestina e Cipro a Teofilo di Alessandria. 

* S. Cerolamo, Contra loannem Hierosolymitanum ad Pammachium liber 
unus 18 (PL 23, 377 B). £ la tradussione della lettera di Epifanio a Giovanni 
di Gerosalemme. 

* Rufino, Apol. 14 (Sim. 74, 15. 25). 

* Apol. 113 (Sim. 98, 5). 

* Apol. I 18 (Sim. 118, 30). 

* Apol. 118 (Sim. 120, 46). 

’ Apol. 119 (Sim. 124, 66). 

* Apol. I 20 (Sim. 128, 24). 
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L’elencazione che precede e che potrebbe anche essere estesa^, 
ofire, nel quadro degli interessi dogmatic! su esposti, im elemento 
di paragone gi& per atto in misura sufficiente a distinguere, 
ove sussistano, nella versione latina delle omelie bu Isaia, espres- 
sioni e preoccupazioni al soggetto della Trinity propried el IV® se- 
colo e senza dubbio estranee al pensiero ed alle formule di Ori- 
gene, che dello Spirito Santo in particolare aveva scritto pro- 
grammaticamente: Turn deinde honore ac digniUUe Patti cue 
Filio aociatum tradiderunt Spiritum Sanctum. In hoc rum iam 
manifeste diacernitur, vtmm ruUua aut innatua, vel Filiua etiam 
ipae dei habendua ait, necne; aed inquirenda iam iata pro viribus 
aunt de aancta acriptura et aagaci perquiaitione inveatiganda^. 

L’ultimo passaggio consisteri allora nell’applicare ai luoghi 
sulla Triniti, present! nelle omelie su Isaia volte in latino da 
S. Grerolamo, Tinsieme delle riflessioni fin qui sviluppate e nel 
servirci delle conclusion! raggiunte per un esame critico parti¬ 
colare del testo. 


Ill 

L’avere fiissato nella versione latina delle omelie di Origene 
fatta da S. Gerolamo un discrete numero di pass! sulla Trinity 
certamente originari ed autentici, dimostrato la possibilita 
di qualche sporadica interpolazione geronimiana sull’ argomento, 
particolarmente plausibile nelle omelie su Isaia pubblicate dopo il 
392 nelpieno della crisi, stabilito il fatto che il passo citato da Rufino 
rientra per ogni riguardo in tale categoria, raccolto il tenore gene- 
rale delle formule trinitarie tipiche correnti nel IV® secolo e segna- 
tamente quelle familiari, gpecie nel decennio antecedente il 400, 
a Gerolamo ed al suo ambiente: ciascuno di quest! element! e 
tutti insieme oflErono un sicuro criterio di vaglio per stabilire la 
paternity origeniana o meno degli altri pass! sulla Triniti che si 
incontrassero nelle omelie su Isaia. 

Se ne possono, infatti raccogliere cinque, che riportiamo: 

a) Et rum kviter dicunt alter ad alterum: Sanctua, aanctua, 
aanctua, aed aalutarem omnibus confeaaionem pronuntiant. Quas 
aunt iata duo Seraphin? Dominua meua leaua et Spiritua Sanctua. 


^ Si pensi, ad es., agli altri scritti di S. Gerolamo redatti neUo stesso periodo, 
all*Apologia di Rufino ad Altanasio, agli scritti di Epifanio. 

• De Principiis I 4 (Koet. II, 3). 
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Nec pute8 Trinitatis disaidere naturam, si nominum 
servantur official. 

h) Nec pules naturae contumeliam, si Filius a Patre 
mittitur, Denique ut unitatem deitatis in Trinitate cog- 
noscaa, solus Christus in praesenti lectione peccata nunc 
dimittit. Qui enim in uno crediderit, credit in omnibus^, 

c) Nec putandum eat aliquid indigere aapientiam et 
intellectum ceterosque spiritus, quia alium cibum habe- 
anty cum totius diapensationis unua sitcibusnaturaDei^, 

d) Nec putandus eat non habuiaae, quia accepit, cum 
adhuc habeat ipse, qui dederit^. 

e) , . , Quae eat trinae sanctitcUia repetita communitaa; aanctitati 
Patria aanctitaa iungitur Filii et Spiritua Sancti^. 

Solamente per rultimo dei passi indicati si puo avanzare 
qualche riserva. Considerando la formulazione piii generica al 
proposito della pari santiti delle tre persone divine, concetto 
questo non estraneo ad Origene stesso, si potrebbe forse pensare 
che I’originale espressione greca sia stata riportata, in forma 
fedele, ma piii letteraria e piti rispondente alPortodossia del IV® 
secolo, dal traduttore latino. 

Per gli altri tre casi invece (6 naturalmente escluso dalla 
menzione il primo, gi4 riconosciuto come interpolate sulla 
testimonianza di Rufino) nessun dubbio pud sussistere: si 
tratta di interpolazioni dovute alia penna di S. Gerolamo. 

Un esame dettagliato che per ognuno di essi rilevi la forma 
filologica di glossa, la mancanza di necessity nei contesti in cui 
si trovano, I’identit^ di preoccupazione dottrinale che esprimono 
e la perfetta similarity che a questi tre titoli rivelano con I’inter- 
polazione, che da Rufino riconosciamo sicuramente per tale, 
non fa che fondare e confermare I’impressione. 

1. Tutti i luoghi citati sono introdotti dalle locuzioni similari, 
care del resto a S. Gerolamo, nec putea, nec putandus, le quali 
negano constantemente un possibile e temuto pensiero, che il 
contesto potrebbe magari suggerire (nel quarto secolo, pero); 
ed introducono una spiegazione preceduta da enim, quia, cum 

1 Om. I8.1 2 (Baeh. 244, 25). 

* Om. Is. I 4 (Baeh. 246, 20). 

* Om. Is. Ill 3 (Baeh. 257, 2). 

« Om. Is. VII1 (Baeh. 281, 3). 

* Om. Is. IV 1 (Baeh. 259, 2). 
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causale. Tali caratteristiche sono fra le piti ricorrenti nolle glosse 
inserite successivamente in un testo. 

2. Nessuna delle tre frasi considerate, h richiesta logicamente 
dal contesto. A1 contrario, la loro eliminazione pura e semplice 
dimostra che costituivano delle pause incoerenti con il seguito del 
discorso. In particolare: 

a) NeirOm. la. I 4, ove si spiega la. 6,6-7 mundentur labia 
Tidentificazione di Cristo nel Serafino che toglie i peccati h 
incidentale e Fidea conduttrice h invece quella della purificazione 
delle labbra. L’esplicazione sull’unit4 uguale della Trinity nolle 
operazioni provvidenziali, inserita dal primo passo esaminato 
risulta quindi un excuravs inutile o almeno non esigito dal con¬ 
testo. 

b) L’esegesi ad la. 4,1 partem noatrum manducabimtta et veati- 
merUia noatria operiemur, presente nell’Om. la. Ill 3, riconosce il 
cibo della sapienza, delFintelletto e degli spirit! nel Verbo di Dio 
e nel Padre stesso, alimento spirituale di chi adempie la Sua 
yolont&. La spiegazione della glossa, che richiama Tuniciti e la 
pienezza del cibo celeste, costituito dall’unica natura divina, 
parimenti presente nolle tre persone, mira ad eludere i rischi di 
una intelligenza subordinazionista del luogo e si pone chiara- 
mente come digressione nell’interpretazione del versetto pro- 
fetico, regolarmente continuata dalle parole immediatamente 
seguenti. 

c) la. 8,18 ecce, ego et ptieriy quoa mihi dedit Devs h brevemente 
chiosato nel corso deH’Om./«. VII, 1 con I’accenno al dono dei 
fedeli che il Padre ha fatto al Figlio; resta percio superfluo, o 
quanto mono sovrabbondante, Tawertimento a non credere che 
Cristo, come seconda persona della Trinity, non possedesse da 
sempre quelli che il Padre donandoglieli, continua a conservare, 
in forza della coetemit4 di entrambi. 

In ognuno di quest! passi, percio, eliminando come non origi¬ 
nal! le frasi indicate, lungi dal rendere incomprensibile il testo, lo 
si riconduce alia prima continuity semplicity e conseguenza. 

3. Tutti e tre i passi tentano apertamente di scongiurare il 
pericolo di un’intelligenza subordinazionista dei rapporti tra il 
Padre ed il Figlio (h la grande accusa di Epifanio ad Origene 
ed il fulcro di tutta la polemica: negare che il Figlio possa vedere 
il Padre!).—Contemporaneamente essi si preoccupano di riaffer- 
mare I’unity e Timmutability delFunica natura divina, nonostante 
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la distinzione delle tre persone che la dispenacUio divina {Volxovo- 
fda: il piano, cio^, dell’Incamazione) specialmente manifesta. II 
vocabolario teologico h quello del IV® secolo: sarebbe naturae 
contumelia, se la fede non riconoscesse unitaJtem deitaiia in Trini- 
tote, tanto 6 vero che qui in uno crediderit, credit in omnibus; 
per ogni spirito, infatti, unus est cibus, natura Dei ed h errato 
pensare che possa aliquid indigere sapientia, oppure che Cristo, 
quando riceve gli eletti dal Padre, non habuiaae anche prima, o 
che il Padre, consegnandoglieli, adhuc non habeat, 

4. I tre luoghi esaminati condividono, comuni tra loro, tutte 
queste caratterietische con quelle identiche del passo di Om, la. 
I 2, che Rufino per due volte ci indica testualmente come inter¬ 
polate e che 6 certamente tale. Per risparmiare delle ripetizioni, 
basti dire, capovolgendo il confronto, che a tale passo possono 
essere applicate tutte e tre le osservazioni sviluppate per gli 
altri e che esso presenta tutte le note in questi riscontrate come 
costanti. 

Bisulta da tutto cid, a nostro avviso in modo sicuro, che i tre 
luoghi in parola debbano ritenersi interpolati. 

Dalle considerazioni che precedono sembra si possano ricavare 
due conclusioni, ima di ordine particolare e concemente le inter- 
polazioni, Taltra che sulla prima in parte si fonda, di carattere 
pih generale e riguardante i passi sulla Trinity nelle omelie di 
Origene, tradotte da S. Gerolamo. 

1. Nelle future edizioni critiche delle omelie su Isaia e di quelle 
su G^remia nella loro versione latina occorreri segnare chia- 
ramente come non origeniani i cinque passi seguenti: 

a) Om. la. I, 2 (Baeh. 244,28) Nec ptUea . . . officia. 

b) Om. la. I 4 (Baeh. 246,20) Nec putea;. . . omnibus. 

c) Om. la. Ill 3 (Baeh. 257,2) Nec pviandum . . . Dei. 

d) Om. la. VII 1 (Baeh. 281,3) Nec putandus . . . dederit. 

e) Om. Oer. IX 1 et unum Spiritum . . . aempitemum. 

2. L’eliminazione delle glosse gerominiane, nell’ormai rico- 
nosciuta fedelt4 generale, anche verbale, della traduzione, oflFriri 
un grado di attendibilit4 assai pih elevato e pressochfe assoluto 
ai rimanenti passi sulla Trinity, facendoli risalire, attraverso 
I’interprete, all’autore stesso. 

Nel loro insieme, coerentemente alle affermazioni origeniane di 
altre opere, essi riconoscono chiaramente Tunit^t della natura 
divina e la parity di dignita e di onore attribuita alle tre persone 
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distinte. Mancano invece, come 6 naturale, delle precisazioni 
ulteriori che su tale dogma porteranno le polemiche e le defini- 
zioni conciliari posteriori. 

Queste costatazioni possono assumere im interesse piti ampio 
e comportare un maggiore risultato, per TomogeneM dottrinale 
che dimostrano, al soggetto della Trinity, traleomelie considerate 
e le opere dogmatiche del dottore alessandrino e per Timpiego 
attendibile che autorizzano, sia pure con qualche cautela, dei 
passi dottrinali al riguardo, present! in questa parte della sua 
opera omiletica. 
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Note pour une Pneumatologie Cyprienne 

M. RAveillaud, Montpellier 


Au moment oti ils commencent I’etude de la controverse entre 
Cyprien et Etienne, appelee habituellement controverse baptis- 
male, bien des auteurs font intervenir la distinction classique 
entre la validite, I’illiceite et I’efficacite du bapt^me. Et de se 
lamenter de TefiFroyable confusion dans laquelle aurait patauge 
la pensee de Cyprien et de ses partisans^! Mais cette distinction 
definie clairement par les theologiens scolastiques implique un 
certain caract^re du sacrement que nous croyons 6tre absent de la 
theologie primitive. 

Mais si Ton decide d’eliminer la distinction entre validite 
et efficacite^, comment aborder la controverse qui marqua les 
derniferes annees de I’ev^que de Carthage? Parmi les savants 
certains ont pretendu que chez Cyprien ale Saint-Esprit n’appa- 
rait presque pas»®. Un simple coup d’oeil sur nos fiches nous 
revfele au contraire combien souvent I’evdque de Carthage men- 
tionne les esprits, le Saint-Esprit et les realites spirituelles. Nous 
croyons aussi que I’experience pneumatologique connue au 
moment de son bapt^me, et dont temoigne I’epitre 4 Donat^, eut 
sur toute sa pensee theologique une influence determinante. Ici, 
comme souvent ailleurs, il faut done commencer par discerner 
clairement la place et le role attribues au Saint-Esprit par Cy¬ 
prien. Les divergences qui separent Cyprien d’Etienne nous 
semblent porter au premier chef sur le problfeme de la nature du 
Saint-Esprit. Les historiens des dogmes auraient sans doute 
mieux compris la pensee des deux adversaires si, au lieu de parler 


^ Cf. entre plusieurs autres Tixeront, Hietoire des dogmes I, Paris 1909,399. 

* C’est ce qu’a fait Calvin. II parle de Tefficacit^ et de la «vertu» des sacre- 
ments, mais non pas de leur validity (Institution chr6tienne IV 14 et 15). 

* A. D'Al^S/ La theologie de saint Cyprien, Paris 1922, 11. 

* Cf. en particulier le chapitre 4 de I’Ad Donatum. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



182 


M. RAveillaud 


de controverse baptismale, ils avaient etudie la controverse 
pneumatologique. 

Avant de critiquer h&tivement Cyprien, comme on I’a fait, et 
de decemer des eloges sans doute excessifs k Etienne^, il faut 
prendre conscience de la grande verite rappelee tant de fois et 
avec tant de force par TevSque de Carthage. L’Esprit, etant 
Esprit de Dieu, est sans limites. C’est Tune de ses premiferes 
af&mations: Profluena largitur Spiritris nvJlia finibus premitur^. 
Le soleil est tout entier dans charcun de ses rayons; il en est ainsi 
de TEsprit qui se communique aux hommes: Ut aponte aol radiate 
f(ma rigat, , ,ita ae Spiritua caeleatia infundit^, Ceci sera repris 
dfes le debut de la controverse. Pour traduire cette plenitude de 
TEsprit, qui quand il se donne le fait totalement, Cyprien utili- 
sera d’une manifere etrange mais fort suggestive Timage d’Elisee 
ressuscitant le fils de la veuve Sunamite^. Comment le corps 
adulte du Prophfete peut-il s’etendre sur celui du petit enfant, en 
sorte que les membres de Tun correspondent k ceux de Tautre? 
«Ce qui est exprim61&, c’est I’egalite divine et spirituelle, suivant 
laquelle tons les hommes sont de m6me taille et de mdme &ge»‘. 
Un peu plus loin notre auteur ajoute: (iL’Esprit-Saint est donne 
egalement k tous, non d’apr^ une mesure proportionnelle, 
mais d’apr^ une bonte et une bienveillance patemelle»*. 

Dans une autre lettre nous voyons revenir le mdme thfeme: 
«Le Saint-Esprit ne se donne point avec mesure, il vient tout 
entier en celui qui croit»’. Une fois encore pour etayer sa th^ 
Cyprien invoque un exemple biblique; il est d’ailleurs beaucoup 
plus classique et convaincant. La figure de cette egalite dans le 


^ Ainsi Batiffol magnifie «le courage de T^v^que de Rome* sachant mainte- 
nir Tordre qui triomphera plus tard: cf. L'Eglise naissante, Paris 1909, 
475 ss. Pour G. Bareille «Etienne se trouve avoir raison sur tous les points* 
(Art. «Bapt5me», Dictionnaire de th6ologie catholique 11, col. 227) etc.... 

* Ad Don. 5 (Hartel 7, 8). 

» Idem 14 (Hart. 16, 12). 

« II Rois 4, 34. 

* Pour les citations tiroes des lettres nous suivons ration et la traduction 
de Bayard, Saint Cyprien, Correspondance, Paris 1925: .. . illic aequalUas 
divina et spiritalis exprimitur, quod pares adque aequales sint omnes homines 
(Ep. 64, 3, 2 - Bayard 214). 

* Spiritus sanctus non de mensura sed de pietate adque indulgentia paterna 
aequalis omnibus praeheatur (Ep. 64, 3, 2 — Bayard 216). 

’ Spiritus sanctus non de mensura datur, sed super credentemiotus infunditur 
(Ep. 69,14, 1 - Bay. 249). 
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don du Saint-Esprit se trouve dans I’Exode, lorsque la manne 
descendait du ciel. sans distinction d’age ni de sexe, chacun 
recueillait un gomor de manner 

Cyprien ne pouvait manquer d’entendre la replique de ses 
adversaires: dans les faits chacun pent constater les diflFerences 
spirituelles qui existent entre plusieurs chretiens. Mais par 
un autre exemple biblique I’evfique de Carthage montrera I’ina- 
nite d’une telle objection. II est vrai que certains fiddles peuvent 
plus que d’autres profiter de la gr&ce spirituelle. II en est ainsi 
dans la parabole de la semence. B4pandue sur le chemin ou au 
milieu des epines elle ne rapportera que peu de fruits, tandis qu’- 
ailleurs elle rendra trente, soixante et jusqu’& cent grains. Et 
pourtant c’est la m6me semence, ayant toujours en elle la m6me 
puissance, car 4(Dieu accorde 4 tous egalement»*. En d’autres 
termes dans le domaine de I’Esprit ce qui concerne la sancti¬ 
fication humaine peut Stre quantitatif. Mais le don du Saint- 
Esprit est qualitatif et «sans mesure». 

Une expression biblique, qu’on rencontre de temps 4 autres 
sous la plume de Cyprien, ne doit pas ici nous induire en erreur. 
Des proph4tes*, des apotres^, des personnages de la Bible* 
peuvent 6tre dits «remplis du Saint-Esprit». La m6me expression 
vaut aussi pour des contemporains de Cyprien ou pour Cyprien 
lui-mfime. Dans ce dernier cas I’auteur nous parle une fois d’en- 
fants qui par I’innocence de leur age sont remplis du Saint-Es¬ 
prit®. Partout ailleurs il s’agit de confesseurs qui se preparent 4 
marcher vers le martyre’. Independamment de ce plentis Spiritu 


^ Ep. 64, 14,1 - Bay. 260. 

* ... a Deo aequaliUr diMribuitur (Ep. 64, 14, 2 — Bay. 260). 

» Esale (Virg. 13-Hart. 196, 16; Or. 28-Hart. 287, 19), Daniel (Fort. 11 
— Hart. 337, 18), Agg^ (Dem. 6 — Hart. 366, 6). 

* En g6n4ral *168 Proph^tes et les Apdtres* (Laps. 7 — Martin 16, 6); Paul 
(Pat. 2 - Hart. 397,19). 

* Les nouveaux oonvertis r6unis dans la maison de Corneille (Ep. 72,1,2 — 
Bay. 260); of. les trois jeunes H6breux dans la fournaise (Ep. 68, 6, 2 — Bay. 
163). 

* hnpUtur ... Spiritu aancto puerorum innocens aeUis (Ep. 17, 4,1 — Bay. 
48). 

^ Mappalicos Vox plena Spiritu aancJto (Ep. 10, 4, 1 — Bay. 26). Les martyrs 
dont Cyprien invoque le t^moignage respeotueux qui le protege des calomnies 
de Puppianus sont «Sanoto Spiritu pleni» (Ep. 66, 7, 2 — Bay. 224). Corneille 
et Lucius qui 4 Rome ont subi glorieusement le martyre (Ep. 68, 6, 1 — 
Bay. 238). Cyprien lui-m6me qui a proph4tis6 son martyre (Ep. 78, 2, 2 — 
Bay. 318). 
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sancto on ne pent manquer de remarquer le nombre de textes oh 
Cyprien mentionne le Saint-Esprit ou les realites spirituelles k 
propos du martyre^. Ainsi la plenitude de I’Esprit est-elle asso- 
ciee k une sorte de vacuite de la chair pecheresse. L’homme rem- 
pli du Saint-Esprit n’en detient pas une part plus grande qu*un 
autre fidMe. Mais seul le premier a detruit tout ce qui en lui 
s’oppose k TEsprit ou se differencie de lui. La chair ne lutte plus 
centre I’Esprit; soit k cause de d’innocence de rage», soit parce 
que la chair elle-m6me disparait dans la condamnation mortelle 
que le chretien prononce sur sa propre personne. C’est le cas 
typique du martyr. Seul I’Esprit vit en lui. 

Pour reprendre la parabole citee par Cyprien le champ n’a 
pas plus de semence que le chemin pierreux. Mais d’un cote 
la place est tout entifere occupee par la semence, tandis qu’ail- 
leurs le terrain est envahi par les pierres les ronces et les epines. 
Comme le Pfere et le Fils I’Esprit demeure etemellement I’Un 
qui ne pent 6tre divise Cette conception qualitative de TEsprit 
est Tune des plus grandes verites de la pneumatologie cyprienne. 

Quelle est k cet egard la pensee d’Etienne? Si I’absence de 
temoignages directs^ nous interdit d’en cemer les details, il est 
possible neanmoins de poser en toute certitude trois points precis. 

1® Le baptSme d’eau et Timposition des mains peuvent ^tre 
nettement differencies. C’est 14 le fond m6me du debat. 

2® BaptSme d’eau, presence du Christ et seconde naissance 
spirituelle ne font qu’un. Selon Firmilien, dont nous n’avons 
aucune raison de suspecter ici les propos, Etienne professe qu’au 
moment du baptSme d’eau chez les heretiques le Christ est 
present avec sa saintete^. Aussitot baptise le neophyte «re 9 oit 
la grace du Christa; ce sont 14 les propres termes d’Etienne cit^s 
par Firmilien®. Selon Cyprien I’un des arguments de ses adver- 


' Ep. 10, 2, 2 — Bay. 24; Ep. 27,1,1 — Bay. 68; Ep. 39, 3,1 — Bay. 99; 
Ep. 64,1, 1 — Bay. 129; Ep. 73, 22, 2 — Bay. 276; Ep. 80, 2 — Bay. 320 etc. 

* Nous rejoignons ici un autre aspect de la pneumatologie cyprienne. 
L'Esprit est le lien d’unit4 dans le temps et Tespace. C’est au nom de cette 
unit4 dans le temps que nous sommes ^troitement li6s au t^moignage de la 
Bible. 

* On ne peut ici esperer beaucoup de lumi^res du De rebaptismate dont 
robscurit^ est reconnue par tous. 

* lUud etiam quale eat quod vvU Stephanua hia qui apud haereticoa baptizarUur 
adeaae praeaentiam et aanctirnonia Chriati (Ep. 76, 12,1 — Bay. 298). 

* . . . quicumque et ubicumque in nomine Chriati haptizatua fuerit, conae- 
quatur atatim gratiam Chriati (Ep. 75, 18, 1 — Bay. 302). 
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saires consiste k dire: aiEn quelque lieu et de quelque mani^re 
qu’on ait ete baptise au nom de Jesus-Christ, on a regu la grace 
du bapt6me»^. D’autres temoignages sont encore plus nets: 
«Ils disent que quelqu’un pent naitre spirituellement chez les 
heretiques»*. Et Firmilien confirme cette dernifere affirmation des 
partisans de Tevgque de Rome: pour Etienne, dit-il, la remission 
des peohes et la seconde naissance (un peu plus loin on pr^cisera 
la naissance spirituelle) peuvent avoir lieu dans les sectes’. 
Si nous comprenons bien le sens de ces textes, Etienne enseig- 
nerait au sens scolastique non seulement la validite, mais aussi 
refficacite et la fructuosite du baptdme des heretiques. Ce 
serait une singulidre confusion! Pour le moins egale k oelle de 
Cyprien! Si Ton ne peut pas accuser TevSque de Rome sur ce 
point, il est done inutile de faire jouer k I’evfique de Carthage le 
role de bouc emissaire. 

3® Enfin pour Etienne I’imposition des mains faite k I’heretique 
converti est egalement mise en rapport avec le don du Saint- 
Esprit^. Tous les auteurs ont signale ceci; il est done inutile d’y 
insister. 

Maintenant si nous voulons comprendre la valeur de la critique 
de Cyprien devant une telle pneumatologie, nous devons rappeler 
brifevement sa position sur le problfeme du baptSme des cliniques. 
Elle est categorique. Si les cliniques n’ont pas re 9 u TEsprit au 
moment de I’aspersion, il faut les baptiser aprfes leur guerison. 
Mais les preferences de I’evfique de Carthage vont vers I’autre 
alternative: si lors de I’aspersion ils ont ete sanctifies, il est 
inutile de les scandaliser par un rebaptSme. Il faut alors mettre 
les cliniques sur le m6me pied d’egalite que les autres fidMes. En 
effet — et nous retrouvons ici Taffirmation fondamentale de la 
pneumatologie cyprienne — ce serait une erreur complete de parler 
d’une «efiFusion moindre des dons divins et de I’Esprit-Saint 

1 In nomine lesu Chriati ubicumqtie et quomodocumque baptizeUi gratiam 
baptismi aunt conaecuti (Ep. 73, 16,1 — Bay. 271). 

* Dicant quod poaait quia apud haereticoa apiritaliter naaci (Ep. 74, 5, 4 — 
Bay. 283). 

• ... dimiaaionem peccatorum et aecundam nativitatem poaae procedere 
(Ep. 75, 8,1 - Bay. 295). 

^ Manum imponere ad accipiendum S^ritum aanctum (Ep. 72,1, 1 
Bay. 260); non eat neceaae ei venienti manum inponi ut Spiritum conaequatur et 
aignetur (Ep. 73, 6, 2 — Bay. 266). 

‘ Ep. 69, 13, 3 — Bay. 249: ... breviore et minore menaura muneria divini 
ac Spiritua aancti ...» 

18 Stadia Patriatica VI 
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C’est exactement le mdme dilemme que Cyprien pose k Etienne 
quand il est question de se prononcer sur le bapt^me des here- 
tiques. Ou bien ce bapt^me est vide, et dfes lors il faut baptiser 
I’heretique converti. Ou bien I’Esprit Saint a ete re^u au moment 
du bapt^me d’eau des heretiques, et il n’est pas necessaire apres 
la conversion de leur imposer les mains pour qu’ils re^oivent 
TEsprit^. 

Aux yeux de Cyprien et de ses partisans la position d’Etienne 
est insoutenable. Nous voudrions nous garder d’accabler de tous 
les peches Tevfique de Rome. M4is en pneumatologie il merite 
sans conteste Taccusation de Cyprien de ddetruire la verite 
chretienne»*. Declarer, comme le faisait Etienne, que le baptfime 
des heretiques donnait une part du Saint-Esprit, mais une part 
insuffisante qu’il etait necessaire de completer ensuite par I’impo- 
sition des mains, equivalait k faire de TEsprit une quantite. 
Cette affirmation portait en elle la negation implicite de la per- 
Bonnalite de I’Esprit. Non seulement elle detruisait irremediable- 
ment toute la doctrine de la Trinite, mais en faisant de TEsprit, 
qui est la Presence de Dieu, une chose quantitative elle suppri- 
mait la realite du Dieu vivant, present tout entier \k oh II est 
present. 

Mais qu’en est-il de C 5 q)rien et de Firmilien? Pour eux comme 
pour Etienne le bapt^me d’eau et I’Esprit sont etroitement lies*. 
Ayant pose ceci ils ne pouvaient repondre que comme ils Font 
fait au dilemme qu’ils avaient pose. En eflFet, comme Texpose 
Firmilien k la fin de sa lettre, si Ton pretend que I’Esprit est 
chez les heretiques, il n’y a plus d’heretiques; chacun peut 
croire ce que bon lui semble. C’en est fait de I’unite de I’Eglise et 
de I’Eglise elle-m§me^. 

Mais si nous suivions Cyprien, malgre la plaidoirie pleine de 
respect filial prononcee par Augustin, nous marcherions infailli- 
blement sur le chemin maudit des donatistes. Sommes-nous 
dans une impasse? Nous venons de nommer Augustin. Nous 
croyons qu’ici encore,^ comme dans le reste de la controverse, 
c’est lui qui peut nous aider. Entre plusieurs autres nous citons 
Tune des phrases de son De baptismo, contra Donatistas: ((Nous 

1 Ep. 73, 6, 2 - Bay. 266; Ep. 74, 6, 1 - Bay. 282; Ep. 76, 18, 1 - Bay. 303. 

* Ep. 73, 16, 1 - Bay. 271; Ep. 73, 22, 1 - Bay. 276. 

* Baptisma esse sine Spiritu non potest (Ep. 74, 5, 4 — Bay. 283); baptisma 
.. . ipsum non sit sine Spiritu constitutum (Ep. 76, 9, 1 — Bay. 296). 

< Ep. 76, 26, 3 - Bay. 308. 
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croyons qu’autre chose est le sacrement, autre chose I’operation 
de I’Esprit^^. Si nous voulons faire de la bonne pneumatologie 
nous devrons done souligner cet alivd . . . ediud en evitant soig- 
neusement de lier le bapteme d’eau au Saint-Esprit. A la suite 
du docteur d’Hippone e’est dans cette direction que s’est engage 
Calvin. Certes les sacrements ne «profitent de rien» sans la vertu 
du Saint-Esprit, mais il y a une «diflFerence» entre I’Esprit et les 
sacrements. Le bapteme d'eau est distinct du don du Saint- 
Esprit, mais il est lie k la promesse de Dieu «qui parce qu’elle est 
de Dieu reste toujours ferme et vraie», quels que soient les fruits 
qu’elle peut porter*. Il n’y a pas d’autre fondement au bapteme 
d’eau que I’Alliance de gr&ce. Nous croyons que sur ce point 
Augustin et Calvin rendent compte de I’ensemble de la Revelation 
biblique. Ceci est une autre question. 

^ Cum ergo sit aliud SacramerUum ... aliud operatio Spiritus (De baptismo 
c. Donat. Ill 16, 20 - PL 43, 149). 

* Calvin, Institution chr^tienne IV 14, 9 et 16,17 ss. 


13* 
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Marcion c. 140 A. D. had two obsessions — the problem of evil, 
with its implications for the nature of Gkxl and the Incarnation, 
and the Old Testament and its Law. These two were connected 
through the Creator, the God of the Law or the Just God. Mar- 
cion’s nature revolted against the apparently unnecessarily 
laborious process of childbirth^, against the more sordid func¬ 
tionings of the human body -* caro stercoribus inferaa^, against 
the less obviously useful and seemingly petty creatures of 
nature^, and against the lack of love in the ordinances of justice 
and law^. 

Both Gospel and Stoic metaphysics, of which he was a student, 
according to Tertullian — Stoicae sivdiosus^y and as seems likely 
from the surviving literary evidence, — convinced him that this 
created world could not be the responsibility of the supreme Good 
God. Therefore Marcion found his true God in philosophy. “From 
this source (i. e. philosophy)” says Tertullian, “came Marcion’s 
better god with his tranquillity: he came of the Stoics”®. His 
Supreme God is beyond creation and so incidentally can have also 
the Stoic quality of auzd&eia, though this was not Marcion’s con¬ 
cern. 

But a corollary of this was that there must be another inferior 
god who was responsible for creation. TheMarcionites held “that 
creation is evil . .. that Nature came into existence evil out of 
evil matter (ix re iiXriQ xaxfjg) and out of a just creator (xal ix 


^ Tertiillian, Adv. Marc. Ill 11. 

* Adv. Marc. Ill 10. 

» Adv. Marc. I 14; I 13. 

* Adv. Marc. I 6; I 26-27. 

* De Praescript. Heret. XXX. 

* De Praesc. VII. 
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dixaiov drj/iiovQyovy^ says Clement of Alexandria^, and since they 
seem to have identified the Creator and his created world of 
matter*, the drjfiiovgydg must be embodied or immanent in that 
world as its law, its dixatxxTvvrjy and this is reflected in his book, 
the Old Testament. He is law unenlightened by love and ope¬ 
rating in imperfect matter. 

There were also implications for Marcion’s Christology. He 
held that Christ “flowed down” as a “redeeming spirit” from his 
own heaven, i. e. the heaven of the Good God above that of the 
just creator, on the town of Capernaum in the fifteenth year of 
Tiberius*. He probably accepted the Chrysippian psychology 
of a unitary rational soul, widely prevalent at the time, to judge 
from Galen’s polemic against it in his De Placitia Hippocratis et 
Platonis. The koyuiTixdv in man is the real man, o ivd^ dv^gconog 
of Clement^ and Hippolytus* and the interior homo of TertuUian®. 
This is derived from the Logos, the substance of the Supreme 
Principle, God, in whom as Galen says the soul is unitary and 
wholly rational — h '&£oIg de to XoyiorixSv'^, Thus for Marcion, inter¬ 
preting Philippians 2, 7, iavrov ixhoiae^ on Stoic lines as “re¬ 
fining” or “thinning away” the thicker matter of the body of 
this world, Christ appears as a phantom, “with the emptiness 
of a phantom” (inanitate phantaamatis) as Tertullian says*. 

This challenge of Marcion Clement of Alexandria had to meet, 
but he also had to meet it on a basis that would satisfy respected 
pagans and philosophers that Christianity had a sound philo¬ 
sophy to back its doctrine. Galen was particularly respected and 
perhaps the most able pagan of the age (c. 130—199 A. D.). Of 
him Hippolytus c. 160—236 A. D. says “Galen in the like manner 
is by some (i. e. Christian heretics) even worshipped”*. He was 
therefore well known to Christians and he lectured at Rome, like 
Marcion. His method was empirical, as befitted a physician. While 

' Clem. Alex., Strom. Ill 12, 1. 

• Tert., Adv. Marc. 116; V 4; V 19. 

» Adv. Marc. 119; IV 7. 

• Clem. Alex., Paed. Ill 1. 

• Refut. X 16 {iao)). 

• De Anima IX. 

^ De Placitia Hippocratis et Platonia IX 776 ff.; 781. 

• Adv. Marc. IV 9; V 20; cf. Liddell/Scott, Greek Lexicon, a. v. xevdg 11 2 
(a) citing Pint. 2. 831 c and a. v. nevdet) I 6. 

• Eus., H. E. V 28, 14 (Hippolytus or unknown author of ‘The Little Laby¬ 
rinth*). 
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it was impossible to attain truth and futile to speculate on some 
questions, yet reasonable probability could be attained from the 
observation of nature and human behaviour, and by experiment, 
anatomy. Opinion could be verified or discredited, as he argues 
in the final chapters of the De Placitis^, 

Galen takes the creation of the world as one illustration of such 
speculation — whether it is made by God {xara Ttqdvoiav aotpov drjfjii- 
ovgyov) or came about by chance, even if it w as a world othco xdkov, 
ojg el xal '&e6<; ineardreL Tjj xaracrxevfj aoqxbraroQ dfxa xal dwaribrarog. 
Another debate, — whether souls are immortal, or the elements in 
them are to be called dvrija or d&dvara — has no practical value, 

but the Platonic psychology of the threefold distinction in the 
soul, including an irrational element, is shown by medical and 
scientific observation and by the evidence of moral experience 
to be true and ethically important, rather than the Chrysippian 
unitary rational soul. 

Against whom was this polemic directed? Galen has Chry- 
sippus in mind throughout the De Placitis in his discussion of the 
nature of the soul, but his choice of this particular illustration — 
the divine providential fashioning of the world —which is treated 
at length and supported by reference to design in the human 
body, would seem to have other contemporary debates in view 
also. 

To take a few examples, (1) Galen states that it matters not 
at all whether the world is created (yevrjxog) or not, but it is all 
important whether it is fashioned by a god or divine providence 
(nqovoLa), This was the crux of Marcionism. The Jewish-Christian 
doctrine of creation is valueless or worse, if, as Marcion held, 
the Creator or god of this world is less than providentially bene¬ 
volent and wise. The pagan, and even more the physician in 
Galen, revolted against such a view of creation and the human 
body as Marcion presented. He replies by using that very human 
body, so maligned by Marcion, as evidence of the goodness and 
intelligent purposive design of a wise, good, and able Designer 
or Creator, and by referring to the structure and working of its 
organs to show the wonders of created nature. The world came 
into being not merely ix dixaiov drifjLiovqyov, but xaxd Jtqd- 
voiav oo(pov dtjfjLiovqyov, whether its nature was created ex nihilo 
or not; and that is verified by observation and anatomy. 


^ De Placitis IX 783 flf. 
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(2) He remarks that such arguments as this — whether the 
world was created, whether there is anything after it, whether 
there are other worlds, make no difference to acquiring virtue 
or to ethics and politics and chides those who will go to any 
lengths to build up (xaxaaxevd^eiv) tenets of their sect^ which 
are not self-evident (ivagyr}, iS iavribv nund), nor determinable 
by evidence; and to slander and discredit the iregddo^oiK 

The basic concept running through Clement’s treatment of the 
various problems is that of the No/hoq ‘'E/Atpvxog, which he inhe¬ 
rited from the Neo-Pythagorean and Stoic-Chrysippian tradition 
through Philo of Alexandria, but, like Galen, he adopted the 
Platonic psychology*. What is the Nd/noi; "'EjLiywxogi He tells us: 
— “Now such is he who fulfils the law on the one hand, ‘doing the 
will of the Father’^, and who on the other is inscribed before our 
eyes and set up publicly on a wooden frame on high, as a pattern 
of divine virtue for these who can discern” (dvayeygafAj^tivoQ dk 
dvrixQvg ini SvXov rivog iynjkov noQddetyjna ^elag doeTfjg xolq diogav 
dwafiivou; ixxelfievoq). The Living Law, then, is the person who 
fulfils the law; and who is that but He who does the will of the 
Father? He, like the written codes of law, was published high on 
the Cross, as if on a column or notice-board, as a perfect living 
example and instruction in law-keeping, which is the will of the 
Father obeyed by Him. The true and perfect Ndfioq ""EfjiywxoQy 
says Clement, is Christ. 

He supports this identification by establishing the authority 
of Christ as Ndfioq ''Efiywxog in law and ethics. “The Greeks know 
that the directives of the Lacedaemonian Ephors were by law 
inscribed on pieces of wood. Now my law, as has been said above, 
is both kingly and living and right reason (6 di i/nog vdfAoq, 
TtQoelgrjrai, fiaaiXixdg ri iari xal ifitpvxoQ xai Adyog 6 dg&dg) ; ‘Law 
is king of all, mortal and immortal’, as the Boeotian Pindar sings. 
For Speusippus in the first book of his ‘Reply to Cleophon’ seems 
to write the same as Plato by this statement: ‘If kingship is a 
good thing and if the Sage alone is king and ruler, the law, since 
it is right reason, is good’. And so it is. The Stoics lay down the 
corollaries of this in ascribing kingship ... to the Sage alone, but 

' Cf. Clem. Alex., Strom. Ill 13,1 {ld((p ddy/im of the Marcionites); Tert., 
Adv. Marc. I 9; IV 4. 

* Galen, De Placitis IX 778 ff. 

» Clem. Alex., Paed. Ill Iff. 

« Mt.7,21; 21,31. 
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the Sage is extremely hard to discover and is acknowledged to be 
so by them^.” In contradiction, therefore, to Marcidn Clement 
declared that the law, since it is right reason, is good. So the 
Sage who lives by right reason is also good and king ideally, but 
cannot be found. But Christ has been shown to be such a 
Law Himself, Living Law for all to see in His life and on the 
Cross, ivaqyqQ as Galen might have said. He is then truly and 
actually the Nd/nog "'Efiywxog with sovereign authority. 

This sovereign authority of Christ in ethics and revelation 
is rooted in the constitution of the world which results from 
God’s nature. ''God is good on His own account but, at the same 
time, just on our account, and that because He is good. Now the 
nature of justice (to dlxaiov) is shown to us through his own Logos 
from above, from the same origin from which he has become 
Father {ixeldev Avwdev ddev yiyove navfjQ ); for, before He became 
Creator (xrlaripf), He was God, He was good, and for this reason 
He wished to be both Creator (drjfxiovgyoQ) and Father. The dis¬ 
position of that love became the origin of justice (dgx'^ dixaioav- 
vrjg) when he both made his sun to shine and sent down his Son 
into the world. This last first proclaimed the good heavenly 
justice when he said ‘no one knew the Son except the Father, 
nor the Father except the Son’ *. This equally balancing know¬ 
ledge which Marcion in the text of Luke 10, 21 f. had tried to 
destroy by omitting ‘Father’ and ‘earth’ in ‘I thank thee, Father, 
Lord of heaven and earth’ — “is the secret type of original justice 
{dixaioaihrjg &qx^^^ ov/ijSoAov). But afterwards justice came 
down to men both in ordinance and in body, by the Logos and by 
the Law (xal yqdixixati xai oiofMari, tw Aoyco xai x(o vdfKo), urging 
mankind to saving repentance: for it was good*.” 

The Logos-Christ’s work in both Old and New Testament 
periods is part of one and the same process and plan^. The Logos 
reveals to man the secret knowledge (yvwaiv) of the mutual 
relationship of Father and Son which is the archetype of perfect 
justice. This is the fount of authority for both Old Testament 
commandments and Gospel Ethics. These spring as much from 
God’s good nature as do Creation and the sunlight. Contrary to 

^ Clem. Alex., Strom. 1118, 3—19, 4; Amim, Stoioonim Veterum Frag- 
menta 111 159 (Chrysippus). 

’ Lk. 10, 22, a text emended by Marcion. 

* Clem. Alex., Paed. 1 88, 2f. 

« Cf. Clem. Alex., Paed. II 76, If. 
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Marcion’s enrendation of Luke’s text, as God the Father and the 
Logos-Son are mutually bound together through God’s goodness, 
so too are heaven and earth through His creative goodness, in 
a single system, by the Logos-Christ. Social relationships neces¬ 
sitate justice. A perfect social relationship of love existed between 
God the Father and the Logos-Son from eternity. Therefore 
perfect Justice existed between, and in the knowledge of, Father 
and Logos from eternity, and is the pattern and source of Justice 
and moral law throughout the universe. 

Although, of course, the term is not used, there seems some 
evidence that St. Luke’s Gospel had already adopted this con¬ 
cept of the Ssige-Nd/utog ""E/Arpvxog in its interpretation of Jesus to 
the Classical World, and that Clement was developing a presenta¬ 
tion of Him already found there. There is, first, throughout the 
Gospel an emphasis on teaching, sometimes as against miracle, 
as in the story of Dives and Lazarus^. On the walk to Emmaus 
it is implied that Jesus’ teaching had a imique quality, by which 
he could be recognised*. The title Didascaloa is used of Jesus 
more frequently in Luke than in Matthew and Mark*, and it is 
perhaps significant that it begins to be used by him, except for 
one occasion in 7, 40 by Simon the Pharisee, immediately after 
the Transfiguration when He had been recognised as the culmina¬ 
tion of the Law and the Prophets*. After this the title is given 
Him by the lawyers* and then by opponents, especially in 
chapter 20 after the dispute “by what authority”. 

His superiority to all other diddacaloi, finally revealed at the 
Transfiguration, was already shown in his childhood*. This 
“teaching” and its authority and power are linked with the Law 
and Wisdom — with the Law in 6, 17—26 where in the presence of 
vofAodiddaxaXoiy a word used, along with vofiixol, only in Luke for 
“scribes”, He heals on the Sabbath and in justifying this his act 
shows Himself to be the New Law, while still fulfilling the Old, a 

1 Lk. 16,31. 

• Lk. 24, 32. 

• Lk. — 13 times; Mk. — 11; Mt. — 8. Rarely used as a title in Lk. without 
reference to ^authoritative teaching’ or ‘New Law*, e. g. Lk. 7, 40. Contrast 
Mk. 4, 38. 

• Lk. 9, 28—36. 38 (Previously in 8, 49 only indirectly by messengers of 
Jairus as in all three gospels). 

• Lk. 10, 25; 11, 45; 12, 13 — one of the crowd; 18, 15 — a ruler; 19, 39 — 
Pharisees. 

• Lk. 2,41-51; 4, 15.31-37. 
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“paradoxical” situation^. He expressly finds the work of Wisdom, 
Zo(pla, both in earlier prophets and teachers and in Himself — 
“wisdom was justified from (i. e. by) all her children”*. Recog¬ 
nised or not, there had been a series of aotpoi-dlxaioi, embodying 
the true Law and Wisdom, whom the Pharisees and lawyers had 
rejected*. We may compare Luke 11, 49 where aotpia is personified 
and substituted for the 'iy(b' of Jesus in the parallel passage of 
Matthew 23, 34 — “wherefore also the Wisdom of God said: 
I will send unto them prophets and apostles”, instead of “where¬ 
fore, behold, I send to you prophets and wise men {ao<povg) and 
scribes” in Matthew. Luke seems clearly to see Jesus here as the 
Eternal Sophia superior to, and the inspiration of all other 
(TO(pol—hence his modification of Matthew or their common source. 

Though the words dUaiog and dixaioco are a recurring theme in 
Luke in relation to Jesus, his antecedents and successors — 
Zacharias and Elizabeth are dcxaioi^; Simeon is dlxaiog^; Joseph 
of Arimathaea is called dya&og xal dixaiog^, yet in the Acts Jesus 
has the special title 6 dcxaiog’^^ as He has apparently by revelation 
on the lips of Pilate’s wife once in Matthew — dixalo) ixelvcp^. 
He is the true dixaioovvrj, as he is the true ao(pia, and this was 
recognised at the Crucifixion by the centurion*. 

The latter part of the Gospel seems intended to build up a 
picture of the progressive recognition of Jesus’ status. In 18, 35 
the blind man at Jericho recognises His significance and sees 
Him. In 19 Zacchaeus is so eager to see him that he climbs a tree 
to be able to do it. The Entry into Jerusalem and the Passion, 
culminating in the Crucifixion, are represented as a final public 
demonstration or display {^eonqla) of the status of Jesus which 
everybody saw {ndvreg . . . '&e(OQriaavxeg)^^, The best exegesis of 
this ‘&e(jt}Qla are Clement’s words — ini ^vXov rivog vtprjXov naqa- 
deiy/na '&elag dgerfjg rolg diogav dwa/nivoig ixxel/iievog, already 
quoted. He is King — Luke changes Matthew’s “Blessed is he 

^ Lk. 6,26 — noQddoia only here in the N. T. 

» Lk. 8, 35. 

» Lk. 7, 30. 

« Lk. 1, 6. 

® Lk. 2, 25. 

• Lk. 23, 60. 

’ Acts 3, 14; 7,52; 22, 14. 

» Mt. 27, 19. 

• Lk. 23, 47. 

10 Lk. 23, 35. 48. 
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that cometh in the name of the Lord’’ to “Blessed is the King 
in the name of the Lord” He is dixaiog^; He is aoq)6g and didda- 
xakoq^\ He is eternal Law — compare “heaven and earth shall 
pass away, but my words shall not pass away” with “it is easier 
for heaven and earth to pass away than one tittle of the Law to 
faU”^ 

Throughout the Gospel there is an emphasis on “wisdom” and 
justice associated with power. The Baptist will “turn the hearts 
of the disobedient to walk in the wisdom of the just” “in the 
spirit and power of Elijah”®. Jesus is filled with wisdom from 
childhood (nXrjQovfievov aoq)iag)^f and increased in wisdom with 
age {jiQodxoTtre oo(pia — a Stoic technical term for progress in 
sagedom)’; He speaks rightly (dQ&dx; Xiyei(; — 20, 21, in a context 
where he is repeatedly called didascaloa — cf. the Stoic 
Xdyoq) and His word causes wonder and has power; He exceeds 
the wisdom of Solomon which all the world came to see®. He 
will give wisdom to withstand martyrdom®. Finally at the Cruci¬ 
fixion the Roman centurion, convinced by the evidence before 
his eyes, declares “in very fact (Jvrcog) this man was righteous” 
(dixaiog) 

For the significance of this declaration of the centurion it is 
instructive to contrast the accounts of Matthew and Luke. In 
Matthew, and probably in Mark, the centurion’s exclamation 
“truly (dXri&ojg) this was (a) son of God” is prompted by the 
accompanying miraculous phenomena (ret yivofieva) — the earth¬ 
quake, rending of the veil, etc. In Luke it seems to refer directly 
to the manner of His death and His last words “Father into thy 
hands I commend my spirit” (to yevd/ievov)^^. It should be noted 
that dvTojg is only elsewhere used in St. Luke’s Gospel to assert 

^ Lk. 19,38; Mt. 21, 9. 

• Lk. 23, 47. 

» Lk. 19, 47; 20, If. 21. 28. 39; 21, 7. 37; 4, 15. 31-37. 

• Lk. 21,33; 16, 16-17. 

• Lk. 1,17. There may be Stoic influence in the frequent emphasis on 
Ttvevfia and dvvafitg in Luke-Acts, cf. S. Sambursky, Physics of the Stoics, 
pp. 36-37. 

• Lk. 2, 40. 

’ Lk. 2, 62. 

» Lk. 11,31. 

• Lk. 21, 16. 

Lk. 23, 47. 

Mt. 27, 54; Mk. 15, 38-39. 

1* Lk. 23, 46-47. 
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the factual truth of the Resurrection^, a tremendous event, 
which makes it hard to think that dvrcog dlxaiog, which Luke has 
deliberately written instead of could mean merely “inno¬ 

cent” of the charges brought against Him. The description of the 
Crucifixion scene in terms of the arena or of a public spectacle 
also makes this incredible. Bewgico and '^ecogla used three times 
cannot be accidental^. This was a ^ecogia which all the world saw 
(ndvxeg ol awnagayevdfjievoi dx^i) — something greater than Solo¬ 
mon, greater than Jonah. This “innocence” was the unique in¬ 
stance of Perfect Righteousness, Perfect Wisdom, demonstrated 
for all to see. It was no doubt a martyr’s death, but it was more. 
The Crucifixion set the seal of proof, self-authenticating hagyeixiy 

iavrov mardv, on His status as the unique ao(p6g-Slxaiog, the 
Ndfiog ""Efxrpvxog, and therefore in fact also Divine Son of God, 
Deity Incarnate. 

Clement of Alexandria’s exegesis of Luke 10, 22 and of the 
Cross in terms of the published law-code is a commentary on 
this. He gives the lie to Marcion on all points, in giving his con¬ 
ception of the true exegesis of Luke’s presentation of the Cross 
and the centurion’s remarks in Luke 23, along with that of Luke 
10, 22 which shows its eternal or metaphysical basis. He at the 
same time suggested a philosophy for Christianity such as a 
Galen sought in vain, and emphasised the empirical nature of 
the Christian evidence, such evidence as a Galen respected. 

^ Lk. 24, 34; of. Clem. Alex., Paed. I 88,1 - d a&tog dlxcuog xal dya:d6g, 
6 SvTCjg ^edg, 

* Lk. 23,35 (cf.LXX P8.22,7flf.); Lk.23,48; of. Lk. 21, 6 (of the de- 
struction of the Temple and the Paronsia) and Lk. 24, 37. 39 (the sight of the 
Risen Lord). 
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L’oeuvre d’Hilaire est plus theologique qu’anthropologique, 
au sens etymologique des termes. Son principal ecrit n*e^-il 
pas un De Trinitale? Pourtant cette reflexion sur le mystfere 
divin elle-mfime part du problfeme de finibua. Qu’il y ait 14 un 
trait autobiographique ou non, il reste que c’est en s’interro- 
geant sur la destinee de rhomme, et en aboutissant, au-del4 des 
reponses insatisfaisantes des philosophes, 4 la doctrine johanni- 
que de I’adoption divine qu’Hilaire aborde I’etude de Dieu. Par 
ailleurs, n’a-t-il pas ecrit, 4 propos du verset des Proverbes: 
Virum veto fidelem opus est invenire, <iQu’y a-t-il d’aussi difficile, 
qu’y a-t-il d’aussi ardu 4 trouver qu’un homme capable de se 
souvenir qu’il a ete fait 41’image et 4 la ressemblance de Dieu, de 
connaitre, par I’etude attentive des paroles divines, la nature de 
son 4me et de son corps et de percevoir I’origine et la qualite 
de I’un et de I’autre, et la fin 4 laquelle tend la creature ainsi 
composee qu’il constitue? C’est pour cette raison que rhomme 
est quelque chose de grand. Ce nom d’homme, en effet, lorsqu’il 
tombe dans le vice par la negligence apport4e 4 connaitre les 
questions ci-dessus rappelees, il le perd . . 

Hilaire attache done une grande importance 4 I’anthropologie. 
Il n’en a pourtant pas traite systematiquement, et les elements 
que nous pouvons glaner un peu 4 travers le De TrinitcUe, davan- 
tage 4 travers I’/n Malhaeum et surtout les TrojciaXus in psalmos, 
nous paraissent assez decousus et incomplets^. La difficulte 
s’accroit par la pauvrete actuelle de notre connaissance du voca- 
bulaire philosophique d’Hilaire, dont le moins qu’on puisse dire 

^ In ps. 118, iod, 2 (Zingerle, 440, 9—17). 

* Le grand fil direoteur de la vision hilarienne de Thomme est celui de Tas- 
Bomption de la nature hnmaine par rincamation du Verbe. Cette question a 
^t4 ^tudi^ par P. T. Wild, The divinization of man according to Saint Hilary 
of Poitiers, Mundelein, Illinois 1955. 
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est qu’il parait flottant, et par rapport k d’autres ecrivains latins, 
et k I’interieur m§me de I’oeuvre hilarienne: tels les mots de 
naiura, ratio, substantia, etc.^ Lorsqu’il s’agit de la theologie ou 
de la christologie, c’est moins grave, parce que I’ensemble m^me 
du De Trinitate, avec la coherence de sa dialectique, eclaire les 
details et les mots. Mais que faire pour interpreter convenable- 
ment les renseignements disparates concernantThomme? Epouser 
la demarche m^me d’Hilaire, en relevant les thfemes scripturaires 
sur lesquels il fonde son anthropologie et en analysant I’inter- 
pretation qu’il en donne nous parait la methode la plus sure. 
Laissant de cote la divinisation de I’homme qui, reposant sur les 
themes johanniques de la vigne et de la filiation adoptive, et 
surtout sur les themes pauliniens de Vin Christo et du cum 
Christo, a ete etudiee par le P. Wild, nous nous proposons de voir 
ici comment Hilaire presente Tame et le corps. Or pour ce faire, 
il utilise le thfeme de la creation k I’image et k la ressemblance* 
et du modelage k partir de la terre, mais aussi ceux de la lumiere 
et des tenebres, de I’essor et de la chute, de la captivite et de la 
liberation. L’application k Tame et au corps de ces derniers 
couples d’images qui, dans I’Ecriture, concernent I’homme 
justifie par Dieu et I’homme pecheur, pent a priori sembler 
suspect d’heterodoxie neoplatonicienne ou gnostique. Une etude 
attentive permet de montrer qu’Hilaire, interpretant au depart 
ces thfemes dans un sens dualiste, leur fait neammoins exprimer 
au terme une conception de la destinee de I’homme qui ne Test 
pas du tout. 

Les philosophes pretendent nous instruire de naturae humanae 
institutione, mais seul Dieu peut nous en donner I’intelligence®, 
ecrit Hilaire qui, comme tous les Pferes, fonde son anthropologie 
sur la Bible et avant tout sur le recit de la creation de I’homme. 
L’ev^que de Poitiers ne nous a pas laisse de commentaire de la 
Genese, mais il a traite de la question k propos du psaume 118, 
73: Manus turn fecerunt me et plusmaverunt me, et il y revient 
au psaume 129, 1, par le biais des anthropomorphismes que 


^ Cf. certaines notes de Constant et les termes ^tudi^s par P. Smulders k la 
fin de son ouvrage: La doctrine trinitaire de Saint Hilaire de Poitiers, Rome 
1944. 

* Bien que ce th^me ait d^jA 6t4 analyst par le P. Wild, op. cit., 137—149, 
nous sommes obliges de le reprendre ici parce qu’il est la cld de la condition 
respective de Tame et du corps. 

« In ps. 118, iod, 9 (Z. 444, 10-17). 
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TEcriture emploie k propos de Dieu. Or la pifece maitresse de son 
interpretation est la distinction qu’il fait, dans la ligne philo- 
nienne, des deux recits de Gen. 1,26 et Gen. 2,7. La creation de 
rhomme s’est faite, dit-il, en deux etapes. Pour les autres cre¬ 
atures, la decision et I’execution de leur creation ont coincide 
dans le temps, on ne pent y discemer un commencement et un 
achfevement successifs. Au contraire Thomme, etant donne 
qu’il contient en lui une ncUura interna et une natura externa 
dissonnantes Tune de I’autre, et qu’il a ete constitue k partir 
de deux elements pour donner un seul fitre vivant participant k la 
raison, a ete fait en un double commencement. II a d’abord ete 
dit 4tFaisons Thomme k notre image et k notre ressemblancei>, 
puis en une seconde etape: «Dieu prit de la poussifere de la terre 
et modela Thomme*^. 

Le r^ultat de la premiere etape est un fetre incorporel, qui 
ne tire pas son origine d’une autre substance venue d’ailleurs. II 
est non pas I’image de Dieu — I’image de Dieu, c’est le premier- 
ne de toute la creation, la seconde personne de la Trinite* —, 
mais fait k I’image et & la ressemblance de Dieu, done divin et 
incorporel. Par cette premiere etape, il a ete institue en nous une 
certaine reproduction {exemplum) de I’image et de la ressemblance 
de Dieu. «Elle consiste done dans la substance raisonnable et 
incorporelle de notre ame, cette premifere chose qui a ete faite k 
I’image de Dieu»*. A ce premier stade, Dieu n’a pas encore fait 
le corps, non . . . tunc et corpus fecit^. 

Dans la seconde etape, qui est nettement distincte dans le 
temps (Umge postea) Dieu prend de la poussifere. Ici intervient 
un element etranger, une terrena materies^ et c’est la creation du 
corps. Mais ce corps a ete fait pour recevoir I’inspiration, selon 
le recit de la Gen^e: Dieu lui insuffia {inspiravit) un esprit de 
vie et rhomme devint un etre vivant. «Du fait de cette insuf¬ 
flation, la substance de I’ame et du corps est jointe par une sorte 
d’union que lui conffere I’esprit insuffle de fa 9 on k aboutir k la 
perfection de la vie.» II y a done en I’homme une duplex natura, 
dont temoigne Paul lorsq’il dit que tantot, selon I’homme inte- 
rieur, il se delecte dans la Loi, et que tantot il voit dans ses 

1 In ps. 118, iod, 6 (Z. 442, 11-21). 

* In ps. 118, iod, 7 (Z. 442, 25). Cf. De Syn. 12—16. Cf. Smulders, op. cit., 
190-191. 

* In ps. 118, iod, 7 (Z. 442, 22-443, 3). 

* In ps. 129, 6 (Z. 651,9-10). » Ibid., 11. 
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membres une autre tendance, qui relfeve de la loi du peche. Ce 
qui est fait selon I’image de Dieu conceme la dignity de I’&me, 
mais ce qui est forme avec de la terre est Torigine du corps dans 
son aspect et sa condition^. 

Au terme de cette analyse, nous constatons qu’Hilaire distin¬ 
gue les deux r4cits de la creation comme creation de I’&me et 
du corps. De fa 9 on plus precise, il assimile explicitement ce qui a 
ete cree k Timage et k la ressemblance de Dieu k T&me et & Thom- 
me interieur de Saint Paul. C’est une substance spiritueUe, 
superieure, celeste; c’est Thomme en tant qu’il est raisonnable, 
incorporel, subtil, etemel, qu’il reproduit autant qu’il est en lui 
les qualites de la nature divine. L’ame imite la nature de Dieu 
parce qu’elle n’a en elle rien de corporel, rien de terrestre, rien 
de lourd, rien de caduc. De I’autre c6t4, ce qui a ete cree k partir 
de la terre, c’est le corps ou homme exterieur de Saint Paul. 
C’est une substance terrestre, humble, une mati^re inferieure; 
c’est ce qui est en nous captif de la loi du p4che*. 

Cela appelle, croyons-nous, plusieurs remarques. Tout d’abord 
cette anthropologie ne distingue pas ce que nous appelons nature 
et surnature, mais &me et corps. Dans I’&me semblent confondus 
I’intellect (homo raiionabilis) et la vie divine (natura spiriialis^ 
caelestis). Par ailleurs, des deux developpements consacres par 
Hilaire k la creation de I’homme, il ressort k I’evidence qu’il 
a une conception bipartite de I’homme, qui est 4me et corps, 
I’esprit n’etant que le lien qui unit les deux. Triplex perfectio 
peut-4tre, correspondant 4 la triple operation de sa formation, 
mais duplex ucUura, c’est clair*. A cette double nature il voit 
une allusion dans la parole du Seigneur: uNe vend-on pas deux 
passereaux pour un as? Et pas un d’entre eux ne tombe au sol 
sans la volonte de votre P4re», qu’il interprfete du destin commun 
des deux composantes de I’homme, Tame et le corps^. Il donne la 
m4me exeg^se du didrachme que la Loi imposait aux juifs de 
verser au Temple pro redemptione animae et corporis, et qu’ac- 
quitte Jesus, vrai redempteur de nos &mes et de nos corps, pour 
inviter les chretiens k s’offrir eux-m6mes en lui, le vrai Temple 
de Dieu®. Partout Hilaire emploie le couple ame-corps. Sans 

1 In ps. 118, iod, 7-8 (Z. 442, 22-444, 3). 

* In ps. 118, iod, 7-8; In ps. 129, 4-6 (Z., ibid., 650,14-652, 16). 

» In ps. 118, iod, 8 (Z., 443, 10-^44, 3). 

* In Mat. 10, 18-19 (PL 9, 973B-974A). 

» In Mat. 17, 10 (PL 9, 1017 AB). 
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doute lui arrive-t-il oocasionnellement de distinguer, en invo- 
quant Saint-Paiil, trois hommes, c*est-4-dire trois niveaux dans 
rhomme: I’homme charnel, correspondant aux app4tits physi¬ 
ques, rhomme animal, correspondant k la vie morale, Thomme 
spirituel qui, par le don de TEsprit, comprend la volonte de 
Dieu et les mystftres du Christ^. Mais cette division tripartite, qui 
donne & spiritus un sens different de celui que nous avons vu 
plus haut, est exceptionnelle chez Hilaire. Sans doute voyons- 
nous affleurer, au detour du commentaire sur le denier de C4sar, 
le schema &me, corps et volonte^. dependant il s’agit 14 d’une 
description logique, non ontologique de Thomme comme le 
prouve la laborieuse exeg^se qu’Hilaire donne de la p4rioope: 
«Je suis venu dresser le fils centre le p4re, la fille centre la m4re, 
et la belle-fiUe centre sa belle-m6re» (Mat. 10,35—36), dont il 
rapproche le passage parall41e de Luc. 12,52: «D^rmais dans 
une maison de cinq personnes, on sera divis5, trois centre deux 
et deux centre trois». Cette division, d’apr^s Hilaire, est celle 
qu’opire le Verbe k I’interieur de Thomme. Or celui-ci etait k 
Torigine corps, &me et volonte, cette demifere etant le pouvoir 
donn5 k T&me et au corps d’user chacun de soi k son propre gre. 
Mais par suite du peche d’Adam, les hommes naissent pour 
leur corps du peche, pour leur ame de rinfid51it4 et sent epous5s 
chacun par leur libre volonte. Corps, pech4, &me, infid51ite et 
liberte, tels sent les cinq habitants de la maison dont parle le 
Clirist, qui est venu trancher dans cette multiplicity nee du mal: 
par le baptfime, nous nous separons de nos parents, le peche et 
I’infidyiite; le corps lui-m5me, mis k mort par la foi, s’echappe 
dans la condition naturelle de I’^me, tout en subsistant encore 
dans sa matifere et se met ainsi 4 vouloir les m5mes choses qu’elle. 
La volonte disparait done en tant que realite independante, 
puisqu’elle c4de son droit propre 4 r4me. Ainsi Thomme, qui 
etait composy de trois yiyments 4 Torigine, de cinq une fois 
dychu, n’en compte plus que deux une fois rygynyry *. Si yioignyes 
du sens obvie que vous paraissent ces fantaisies psychologico- 
familiales, il reste qu’elles n’infirment pas la conception bipartite 
de rhomme chez Hilaire, car elles expriment des accidents de 
rhomme, non son ytre. 


» In ps. 14. 7 (Z., 89, 1-28). 

» In Mat. 23, 2 (PL 9, 1045 A). 

» In Mat. 11, 23-24 (PL 9, 975C-977B>. 

14 Stadia PatrlBtica VI 
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Ainsi rhomme est corps et ame. Mais r&me seule est faite k 
rimage de Dieu^, sans que le corps participe en rien k cette 
dignite*. LA est le fondement d’une evidente depreciation du 
corps. II est terre^. Sa condition est Thumilite, la corruption et la 
mort. II est le support des souffrances, des faiblesses et surtout 
des peches. S’il est parfois question des peches de Tame et du 
corps, et m6me de Tame seule, la liaison est beaucoup plus 
frequente entre corps et peche. Ce n’est pas un hasard, mais la 
consequence logique de Tassimilation explicitement faite par 
Hilaire entre la division ontologique ame-corps telle qu’il la lit 
dans la GenAse et la division spirituelle homme interieur — 
homme exterieur telle qu’il la trouve dansTEpitre aux Romains. 
Ainsi dfes Torigine le corps est lie de quelque fa 9 on k la peccabilite. 
M^me s’il est expressement dit une ou deux fois que ce n’est 
pas le corps qui p^che, mais la volonte vicieuse^, le raccourci 
d’expression est constant qui parle des pech^ du corps. Celui- 
ci souille I’homme, ne saint des mains de Dieu^, il contamine 
r&me en lui communiquant la tache du peche*, et la fait ainsi 
tomber dans son domaine k lui^. Inversement le Christ a d’abord 
fait sortir Mathieu des p4ches de son corps pour entrer dans son 
esprit*. 

A partir de cette interpretation de la Gen^e, on comprend 
qu’-Hilaire trouve tout simple d’appliquer k I’&me et au corps le 
th^me de la lumi^re et des ten^bres. II est developpe pour la 
premiere fois k propos de la p^ricope de Mathieu 6,22—23: 
Lvcerna corjporis tui est ocvlus tuns. Si ocvlm tuns fiierit sim'plex, 
totum corpus tuum tenebrosum erit. Si ergo lumen quod est in te, 
tenebrae sunt, ipsae tenebrae quontae erunt? L’oeil signifie I’esprit 

1 In ps. 118, iod, 7; 119, 19; 129, 6 (Z., 442, 22-443, 9; 666, 11-16 ; 661, 
16-662, 16). 

* On Yoit bien Tune des raisons qui ont pu amener Hilaire k adopter oette 
exclusion. C*est qu'en restreignant k la creation de I’&me la creation de Thom- 
me k rimage de Dieu on ^vite Tobjection selon laquelle Dieu, k Timage de qui 
rhomme a cr^, pourrait dtre corporel, puisque rhomme rest (In ps. 129, 
4-6) (Z., 660, 14-662, 17). 

* lx)r8que Hilaire rencontre le mot terre dans la Bible, il I’interpr^te pree- 
que toujours du corps. 

* In Mat. 4, 21; 11, 23-24 (PL 9, 939 AB; 976C; 977C). In ps. 120, 7 (Z., 
663, 6-21). 

» In ps. 119,19 (Z., 666, 8-19). 

* In ps. 62, 3; 63, 6; 118, gimel, 3-4; daleth, 2 (Z., 217, 6-17; 227, 25- 
228, 2; 378, 23-380, 6; 391, 19-22). 

’ In Mat. 10,19 (PL 9, 974 A). ® In Mat. 9, 2 (PL 9, 962 B 11-14). 
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ou le coeur qui, s’il est clair, repand sa clarte originelle sur la 
corruption de la chair; mais s’il est rendu obscur par le peche, le 
corps en deviendra encore plus tenebreux qu’il ne Test de nature^. 
Hilaire pose done au depart que I’&me est par son origine S 3 mo- 
nyme de lumifere (spUndorem originia auae) et de noblesse {animi 
generositcUi), le corps de tenfebres (fieri praeter naturam avam 
corpora nostra tenebrosa) et de mal (terrenae carnis vitiosa origo). 
Mais si Tame, restee lumineuse parce que depourvue de vices, 
illumine k son tour le corps, elle peut inversement pecher (vitiis 
mentis) et de ce fait non seulement s’obscurcir, mais agraver 
Tobscurite du corps. Ainsi la dialectique de la lumifere et des 
tenebres n’opfere pas une scission entre les deux elements du 
compose humain, mais les entraine dans un destin commun de 
lumi^re ou de ten^bre selon que Tame reste ou non fiddle k sa 
nature lumineuse. 

Ce verset nous enseigne que e’est k I’interieur mfeme des tentes 
de nos corps que nous sommes illumines^, dit encore Hilaire qui 
y revient k propos du mot Cedar du psaume 119, 5: Cedar signi- 
fiant obscurcUiOy designe I’habitacle obscur et tenebreux des 
&me8 invisibles, comme le confirme le verset du Cantique (1, 4): 
Nigra sum, sed formosa, ut tabemacvlum Cedar, oil la noirceur 
de I’epouse lui vient de la tente obscure de son corps et sa beaute 
du C^st, son 6poux*. Si la notion d’obscurite e^ toujours liee 
au corps et celle de beaute et de lumi^re k I’&me, il ne s’agit plus 
seulement ici de I’&me en tant que telle, mais de I’&me epousee 
par le Christ qui la rend belle. 

Ce glissement de Tame originellement lumineuse k I’&me illu- 
minee par le Christ se retrouve dans le commentaire de la para- 
bole des vierges sages et des vierges folles. Dans les lampes des 
vierges, Hilaire voit I’eclat des &mes que le baptfime a fait re- 
splendir. Les vases sont les corps humains au sein desquels doit 
se ca^her le tresor d’une bonne conscience. Les noces de la para- 
bole sont les noces escbatologiques ou, lors du retour du Christ, 
s’ojiferera I’union de la corruption et de I’incorruption. Le geste 


1 In Mat. 6, 4 (PL 9, 944 AB). 

* Ailleurs, Hilaire donne de ce mSme texte une interpretation tonte diffe* 
rente: cee yeux, Inmidre du corps, ce sont les ap6tres, charges d’eclairer TEgliae, 
corps du Christ. Si leurs successeurs, les pretres, gagnes par les affaires et les 
plaisirs du sidcle, deviennent obscurs, combien plus le sera le corps, e’est-ii-dire 
TEglise, qui est dejA obscure de nature? (In ps. 138, 34) (Z., 768, 6—22). 

* In ps. 119, 21 (Z., 667, 11-658, 2). 

14* 
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des vierges saisissant leurs lampes au terme de I’attente exprime 
le retour des &mes dans les corps, et la lumi^re de ces lampes, la 
bonne conscience qui est contenue dans les vases des corps 
L’&me illuminee par le bapt^me, puis eclairee par les bonnes 
oeuvres qu’elle a accomplies, retoumera done briller au sein 
m^me du corps qui Ta contenu. 

Enfin au psaume 118, Nun (Lucema pedibus meis Verbum 
iuum), la lumi^re est le Verbe de Dieu qui eclaire les tenfebres du 
corps et la nuit du monde; e’est la doctrine celeste qui, dans 
Tabime d’ignorance oh nous sommes actuellement plonges par la 
pesanteur de notre nature, eclaire notre route*. Ici Topposition 
de la lumi^re et des tenfebres est devenue celle du Verbe d’une 
part et de Tame et du corps de I’autre, ce dernier contaminant 
r&me et la retenant dans la nuit de Tignorance*. 

Ainsi les ten^bres correspondent chez Hilaire soit au corps, 
soit au compose humain dans lequel le corps a contamine T&me. 
La lumi^re correspond soit k la nature de T&me, soit k I’&me illu¬ 
minee par le Verbe, soit au Verbe* lui-m^me selon la doctrine 
johannique. Ces oscillations correspondent au glissement que 
nous avons note plus haut, dans Tinterpretation du recit de la 
Genftse, de la division de Thomme en &me et corps k la division 
en homme interieur et homme exterieur. Mais Hilaire est au 
contraire trfes ferme sur Tidee que e’est dans le corps, avec le 
corps, en communiquant au corps sa lumi^re que I’&me finale- 
ment brillera. Ce flottement d*une part et cette nettete de Tautre 
se retrouvent k propos du th^me de I’envol et de la chute. 

L’assimilation du corps k la pesanteur qui tend k la chute, de 
r&me k la subtilite qui tend k Tenvol ressort du commentaire 
concemant les deux passereaux que Ton vend pour un as et dont 
pas un ne tombe sans que Dieu le veuille. Ces deux passereaux 
representent T&me et le corps des hommes, qui sont nes pour 
voler et 6tre emportes au ciel par des ailes spirituelles. Mais ils se 
vendent au prix des voluptes presentes. La volonte de Dieu est 
que I’ensemble constitue par Tame et le corps s’envole, mais sa 


1 In Mat. 27,4 (PL 9, 1060 AB). 

* In ps. 118, nun, 2 (Z., 476, 1-13). 

» In ps. 118, nun, 1; In pe. 142, 4 (Z.. 474, 11-25; 807, 1-18). 

* Dans In ps. 118, coph, 9—10 et lamed, 5, Topposition du soleil et de la 
demeure aux fendtres closes est celle de Dieu et du p4cheur qui, par les vices 
de son corps, refuse k la lumi^re Facets de son &me (Z., 527, 21—528, 13; 459, 
12-17). 
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justice impose qu’& cause de nos peches I’ensemble tombe. De 
m6me que s’ils s’envolaient, le corps et I’&me seraient un, c’est- 
4-dire que le corps serait passe dans la condition naturelle de 
Tame, qu’ainsi la pesanteur de la mati^re disparaitrait et que le 
corps deviendrait plutot spirituel, de m6me chez ceux qui sont 
vendus au prix des vices, la subtilite de I’&me s’appesantit dans 
la condition naturelle des corps et, du fait de la souillure des 
vices, contracte une matifere terrestre: I’unite du corps et de Tame 
se realise alors par le fait que cette demifere est livree k la terre 
dans laquelle elle tombe. Aux infid^les la chute dans la terre, aux 
fiddles I’envol vers le cieD. Une donnee initiale quelque peu 
dualiste aboutit done k cette idee chretienne que notre destin est 
celui de la totalite de notre ^tre, ame et corps. C’est Tensemble 
que Dieu a destine k I’envol, c’est I’ensemble qui risque de tomber 
du fait du peche. L’ame et le corps avec des tendances opposees, 
auront un destin commun qui sera celui de I’element, &me ou 
corps, qui aura impose sa qualite, subtilite ou pesanteur, k I’autre. 
H ne s’agit pas pour le corps de tomber loin de I’&me, pour Tame de 
s’evader du corps, il s’agit pour chacund’eux d’attirerl’autre k soi. 

A propos de Mathieu 24, 17, I’^quivalence n’est plus entre 
descente et corps, mais entre descente et peche (celui-ci etant 
d’ailleurs lie aux voluptes du corps), alors que le corps parfait se 
situe en haut. En eflFet, la consigne du Seigneur pour le dernier 
jour: «Et que ceux qui sont sur le toit ne descendent pas chercher 
quelque chose dans la maison» ne concerne pas une descente de 
I’&me dans le corps, mais une descente de I’homme, etabli grace 
k la regeneration dans la perfection de son corps, vers les seduc¬ 
tions inferieures du peche. L’interdiction d’aller chercher son 
vfitement est I’interdiction de se revfetir de ses vieux peches; la 
malediction lancee sur les femmes enceintes et celles qui allaitent 
ne vise pas un 4tat physiologique, mais la pesanteur des ames 
remplies de p^he, que symbolise la grossesse, et I’infirmite des 
&mes qui ont une faible connaissance, que symbolise le lait*. 
L’opposition est done trfes nette entre I’homme regenere j usque 
dans son corps et I’homme pecheur dans son ame. 

Avec les Tractatiia in psalmos, nous trouvons la troisifeme etape 
que nous avons dej4 rencontree k propos du thfeme de la lumifere: 
I’envol n’est plus le propre de I’ame, ni de I’homme reg4nere, 

1 In Mat. 10, 18-19 (PL 9, 975C-974A). 

* In Mat. 25, 6-6 (PL 9, 1064B-1055 B). Cf. In ps. 128, 10 (Z., 644, 20- 
646, 5). 
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mais strictement celui du Christ, alors que Tame et le corps, 
d’eux-mfimes ne peuvent que tomber. Commentant en eflPet: 
Quo iho a spiritu tuOy aut a facie tua quo fugam? Si ascendero in 
caelum, tu illic es; si deacendero in infemum, odes. Si sumpsero 
pinnas meas ante lucem et habitavero in postremis maris, etenim 
illuc manus tua deducet me et tenebit dextera tua (ps. 138, 7—10), 
Hilaire ecrit que rhomme, de lui-meme, ne peut voler: la loi de 
sa nature veut qu’une fois les corps ensevelis, les ames descendent 
aux enfers. Cela, le Christ, vrai homme, Ta subi. Mais c’est le 
propre de la divinite, done de la nature divine dans le Christ, de 
monter au ciel, et par ses propres ailes. Pour nous il n’y a d’ascen- 
sion du corps terrestre qu’une fois transformes en quelque chose 
de spirituel et d’etemel. Le destin commun de I’^me et du corps, 
sans le Christ, eut ete une chute. Mais du fait que le Christ, vrai 
homme, a subi cette chute, et, vrai Dieu, s’est envole au ciel, nos 
corps, une fois spiritualises, pourront s’envoler^. Comme on le 
voit, ce qui est lie pour nous k I’essor, ce n’est pas notre &me, 
c’est la spiritualisation que le Christ a acquise k notre corps. 

Le thfeme, voisin du precedent, du corps comme prison de 
I’ame qui aspire k s’en evader semble absent de VIn McUhaeum^. 
Son apparition dans VIn psalmos est souvent ambigue, ne per- 
mettant pas de savoir s’il s’agit d’une sortie neo-platonicienne du 
corps, ou d’une aspiration semblable au: «qui me liberera de ce 
corps de mort?» paulinien, qu’Hilaire cite souvent, tout en le 


1 In pe. 138, 20-24 (Z., 758-761). 

* Sauf peut-6tre 24, 11 (PL 9, 1052 AB), oik Hilaire commente la parole du 
Christ 86 comparant k une poule qui rassemble see petits sous ses ailes. De m6me 
que les poussins passent par deux naissances, la premiere k la suite de laquelle ils 
sont enferm^s dans la coquille de I’oeuf tamquam daustro corporis, la seconde 
qui, grftce k leur m^re qui les a couv^s, leur permet de sortir de I’ceuf et de 
s'envoler, de m^me les hommes connaissent d'abord une naissance k cette vie 
pr^sente, puis la r6g6n6ration que leur apporte le Verbe et qui leur permet de 
s’envoler vers le royaume celeste tamquam pennatis corporibus. Le texte est 
trop vague pour que Ton soit sCr que daustro corporis est une allusion k la 
condition actuelle de Thomme, et meme qu^il ne faut pas voir dans corporis 
un g^nitif objectif (le poussin est dans la coquille comme dans une prison qui 
retient son corps). Mais m5me si Hilaire veut ici nous dire que nous sommes 
actuellement dans notre corps comme dans une prison, il envisage notre destin 
final comme Tessor de corps ail^s. D^s lors nous avons ici im nouvel exemple 
de rhabitude bilarienne de marquer trds fortement la rupture et m5me la 
contradiction entre T^tat actuel et T^tat eschatologique de notre corps. Bien 
mieux, dans In Mat. 11, 24, T^vasion n’est pas celle de I’&me hors du corps, 
mais celle du corps purifi6 par le baptdme vers I’Ame; ... corpus ipsum per 
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gauchissant parfois peut-Stre. Au psaume 56, David aspire k 
s’evader de la caveme, c’e8t-^t-dire du corps oil il est maintenant 
enferme^. Mais au psaume 141, oil la caverne du titre est encore 
interpretee du corps, la prison d’oii le prophfete demande au v. 8 
que son ame soit tiree designe I’enfer*. David implore Dieu 
de hater le moment oil il sera delivre de ce corps de mort*. Subis- 
sant la necessite de vivre dans la chair, mais esperant voir cesser 
les vices de la chair, il se porte vers les limites de la chair, comme 
S. Paul qui, habitant dans le corps, voyage loin du corps*. Ces 
textes, dont les deux demiers sont d’ailleurs tout nourris de cita¬ 
tions pauliniennes (Phil. 1,23; Rom. 7, 24; II Cor. 5, 4 et 8; 
Gal. 2, 20) peuvent se comprendre dans un sens paulinien, comme 
opposant notre condition actuelle et notre condition eternelle. 
Cela ne fait m6me aucun doute au psaume 125: pire que la capti- 
vite du corps, au sein de laquelle peut subsister la liberte de 
Tame, comme ce fut le cas des trois enfants dans la foumaise ou 
des martyrs du temps des Maccabees, est la captivite de I’&me 
qui, provoqu^ par les peches, entraine la captivite du corps; 
mais si nous renon 9 ons k ces vices pour embrasser les vertus 
opposees, Dieu lib^re notre kme de la domination des vices par la 
remission des peches®. 

Mais il est des cas oh un climat paulinien evident s’accompagne 
de references claires k une conception «grecque» de I’&me et du 
corps. Ainsi au psaume 119, Hilaire, developpant k nouveau le 
thhme du saint qui deplore les delais apport^ k la dissolution 
de son corps, et I’orchestrant encore de citations pauliniennes 
(Rom. 7, 24; Phil. 1, 23 ; II Cor. 5, 8; Rom. 8, 9), evoque la 
liberation qu’oflFre k Tame la dissolution du corps, lorsque I’&me 
est depouillee du poids et de la compagnie de cette chair infirme 
et dangereuse: ainsi Job deplore le jour de sa naissance, c’est-4- 
dire le jour ou il a ete livre, par les accroissements du corps, aux 
souffmnces de I’habitat corporel, bref au changement, au deve- 
nir; ce qu’il regrette, ce n’est pas le jour oh, par la vertu de son 
createur, son kme a ete faite k I’image de Dieu, mais celui oh il 


idem mortificeUum, in ncUuram animaty quae ex afflatu Dei venit {quamvis id 
ipsum adhuc in materia sua exstet) evadat (PL 9, 976 B). 

^ In ps. 66, 6 (Z., 169, 28-170, 3). 

* In ps. 141,1 et 7 (Z., 800, 19-20; 803, 20-28). 

* In p«. 142, 8 (Z., 809, 1-10). * In ps. 60, 2 (Z., 204, 1-10). 

» In ps. 126, 4-6. Cf. In ps. 136, 6-6 (Z., 607, 11-609, 22; 726, 20-26; 
727, 16-23). 
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a ete soumis k la croissance du corps, aux maux du si^cle, aux 
infirmitcs de la chair et aux vices L’&me, celeste, est captive de 
la prison du corps; mais les saints, bien que vivant dans la 
chair, sont d4j4 hors de la chair et habitent avec Dieu*. Ou en¬ 
core: Time, desolee d’etre liee k un corps de terre, elle qui est 
d’une autre origine desire 6tre separee de lui pour adherer au 
Christ. Parce que le proph^te se souvient que cette compagnie 
lui communique une souillure de peche il demande k recevoir, 
par le Verbe de Dieu, la vie celeste, bien que son &me soit m61ee 
k une substance terrestre et mortelle^. Nous retrouvons ici Tam- 
biguite que nous avons vu plus haut, quand, k propos de la 
creation de Thomme, Hilaire assimilait Tame k Thomme inte- 
rieur, le corps k I’homme exterieur. En realite, il emploie le seul 
mot de corps pour d^gner k la fois Telement biologique de 
rhomme originel, Telement biologique et la condition pecheresse 
de rhomme actuel. Etant donne les ^pith^tes pejoratives qu’il 
accole au corps d^ le recit de la creation, etant donne aussi qu’il 
ne nous parle que de la fa 9 on la plus vague des consequences de la 
faute d’Adam, il ne semble pas que les trois choses soient bien 
differentes pour Hilaire. Mais s*il y a une depreciation du corps 
k son origine, s’il y a un flottement sur le jugement k porter sur le 
corps dans son etat actuel (dej4 regenere par le Christ^ ou con- 
stituant un obstacle k Tepanouissement de I’&me), il reste que 
Tune des insistances majeures de Tevfique de Poitiers porte sur 
la glorification de ce m^me corps au terme. H semble que ce fut, 
avec I’idee de creation et de providence, le centre de sa polemique 
contre les paiens. Ce fut aussi I’aboutissement de sa conception 
tr6s realiste de notre conformation au corps de gloire du Christ. 
Or cette glorification, il Texprime trfes souvent en disant que le 
corps passe in ncUuram animae, et devient spirituel. Si impropres 
que soient ces termes®, ils expriment la conviction d’Hilaire que 

» In pe. 119,18-19 (Z., 666, 9-566, 19). 

• Inpe. 119, 18-22 (Z., 666, 9-558, 17). 

• In pe. 118, daleth, 1-2 (Z., 391, 1-392, 2). 

^ La note eechatologique, r^elle chez Hilaire, nous semble avoir qnelque 
peu forc6e par le P. Wild. Il y a des textes affirmant Tunion des chr^tiens au 
Christ dds cette vie, d^ notre actuelle condition corporeUe. 

• Cf. Wild, op. cit. Pour la question de TAme corporelle, c£. les explica¬ 
tions de Constant (PL 9, 629 et 946, notes), reprises par Le Bachelet, dans le 
Dictionnaire de th^ologie catholique, art. Hilaire, col. 2418. Sur la question 
roeme de la destin6e du corps, cf. Wild, op. cit., 116 sq. 
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rhomme, cre6 comme un compost d’6Iements heterogfenes^, tend 
vers Tunit^. Son destin est celui de Tunite constituee par les deux 
passereaux, unum ex eis^. Si les vierges de la parabole vont au- 
devant de T^poux seul, c’est que le Christ est k la fois Tepoux et 
r^pouse: en lui, la chair, qui a 4t4 dpousee, est, apr^ la glori¬ 
fication, k ce point unie k I’Esprit et k la divinite que la distinc¬ 
tion d^rmais n’apparait plus*. De mdme, en nous, le Christ opfere 
la fusion de Thomme interieur et de Thomme exterieur*, c’est-A- 
dire, si nous nous reportons k Finterpr^tation hilarienne de la 
creation de Thomme, de I’&me et du corps. 

Cette fusion finale eclaire, croyons-nous, le tr^ beau passage 
qui clot le livre XI du De Trinitaie^ oil nous est explique com¬ 
ment, au terme, Dieu sera tout en tons. Devenus conformes k la 
gloire du corps du Christ par la resurrection de nos corps, nous 
serons soumis au corps glorifie du Christ, lequel sera k son tour 
parfaitement soumis k son Pfere parce que sa glorification ^cartera 
de lui toute chose terrestre. Consummaiur itaque homo imago Dei, 
conclut Hilaire. Si nous nous souvenons de la nettete avec la- 
quelle Hilaire affirme qu’4 I’origine F&me seule a ete creee k 
Timage de Dieu, cette consommation nous parait viser moins une 
immortalite desormais manifestee ou inamissible* que le fait que 
c’est maintenant Thomme tout entier, k la fois dans son &me 
naturellement etemelle et dans son corps desormais glorifie 
par le don de la resurrection, qui, coetemeF, s’accomplit en 
image de Dieu. Par ailleurs nous remarquons que dans ce texte 
du De Trinitate le secundum de la Grenfese et de S. Paul disparait 
k trois reprises au profit d’une assimilation abrupte. L’homme, 
cree et reforme k Timage de son cr6ateur, s’achfeve en image de 
Dieu et le demeurera etemellement. L’homme n’est plus 4 
Vintage (termes qu’emploie scrupuleusement Hilaire chaque fois 
qu’il parle de la creation ou de la renovation de I’homme), il esi 


» In ps. 129, 4-6 (Z., 660, 21-662, 16). 

« In Mat. 10, 18-19 (PL 9, 973 A-974 A). 

» In Mat. 27, 4 (PL 9, 1069 C). 

^ In ps. 140, 7 (Z., 793, 27—794,4). C’est le texte d’Eph. 2,14—16, sur la 
fusion des deux peuples qu’il interpi^te ainai. 

» De Trin. 11,49 (PL 10, 432A-433A). 

* Interpretations propos^es par le P. Wild, op. cit., 143. qui signale 
d’aiUeurs que la creation k I’image k la ressemblance de Dieu, si eUe est 
creation de I’&me, est aussi promesse de Timinortalite du corps. Cf. In ps. 118, 
rcsch, 10 (Z., 635, 1-17). 

’ In ps. 145, 2 (Z., 840, 21-25). 
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rimage. II y a done au terme une assimilation qu’Hilaire, sou- 
venons-nous en, refuse au depart lorsque, commentant le psaume 
118 iod, il nous dit que Thomme n’est qu*^t I’image, parce que 
I’image elle-m6me, e’etait le Verbe. Que faut-il conclure de cette 
discordance? Ou bien il ne faut pas trop presser les termes de 
cette fin du livre XI, ou bien il faut admettre qu’au terme de 
I’ceuvre redemptrice, il y a un progrfes par rapport 41’etat originel 
de rhomme, et que celui qui n’etait en Adam qu’un exem'plum de 
I’image de Dieu, c’est-4-dire du Verbe, atteint, parce qu’il a ete 
divinise par I’lncamation, un degre nouveau de proximite de 
Dieu. Par le Christ, Tame devient ce qui etait k Torigine reserve 
au Christ. Sans doute n’est-ce que par adoption, comme le precise 
Hilaire 4 propos de notre filiation divine^, non par un etat de 
nature qui est proprement celui du Christ. Il reste que ce texte 
s’il faut le prendre 4 la lettre, constitute la pointe de la conception 
hilarienne de la divinisation de I’homme. 

L’anthropologie nous parait done assez peu elaboree chez 
Hilaire. Elle est caracteris^ aussi par un eclairage trfes irregulier. 
L’accent mis sur la resurrection glorieuse des corps contrasts 
avec le silence 4 peu pr4s total concemant ce que sera Tetat 
etemel de Tame. Par ailleurs des affleurements dualistes, lies 
probablement 4 la formation profane d’Hilaire, et une impreg¬ 
nation paulinienne de plus en plus profonde se concilient finale- 
ment dans une vision evolutive de Thomme: celui-ci, compose 
de deux elements dissonnants au depart, aboutit 4 une destines 
unique de ses deux constituants, 4 la fois par la fa 9 on dont ils 
agissent mutuellement Tun sur I’autre, et par Tlncamation du 
Christ qui, acquiert I’incorruptibilite 4 nos corps. 

^ Sur le soin qu’apporte Hilaire k pr6ciser que nous ne sommes pas de 
fpropre8» fils, mais de fils adoptifs, cf. Smulders, op. cit., 151—153. 
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Typology in the Kontakia of Romanos 

R. J. ScHOBK, Cleveland, Ohio 


That the kontakia traditionally attributed to Romanos the 
Melodist^ abound in Scriptural references and phraseology is 
evident to the most casual of readers. However, the scholar 
seeking to investigate and to systematize the poet’s Biblical 
usages finds the avenues of his research quite effectively barri¬ 
caded at a number of important junctures. The following, then, 
are some of the obstacles to a definitive scholarly analysis of 
Romanos’ treatment of Sacred Scripture: 

1. The corpus of the ^omB,no%-k(mtakia has yet to be published 
in a sound critical edition^. I have attempted to obviate this 
difficulty by basing this paper on Dr. Paul Maas’ typescript of 
his critical text of the hymns*. 

2. Since the topics of the majority of the Melodist’s hymns are 
either specifically Biblical or at least open to extensive and tradi¬ 
tional Scriptural confiation^, the mass of material to be handled 


^ The best surveys of scholarly work on the hymns of Romanos can be 
found in H.-G. Beck, Kirche und Theologische Literatur im Byzantinischen 
Reich, Munich 1959, 425—428 and G. Cammelli, Romano il Melode, Firenze 
1930, 11—80. Both contain excellent bibliographies. 

* Three volumes of a proposed edition of the Romanos corpus have been 
published by N. B. Tomadakes, *Pwfiavov rov MeXcpdov *Ynvol^ Athens 1952, 
1954, and 1957. Scholars, however, refuse to acknowledge Tomadakes' efforts 
as the critical edition of the Melodist's works. Cf. a review by P. Joannou in 
Byzantinische Zeitschrift 48, 1955, 142-154. 

’ Early in this century P. Maas coUated the available manuscripts and 
prepared a typescript of the critical edition of Romanos' kontakia. Unfortu¬ 
nately this work has never been published and is now on deposit in the Bod¬ 
leian Library at Oxford. All the Greek texts cited in this paper are taken from 
my microfilm copies of the Maas typescript. The translations are my own. 

^ P. Maas has suggested the following six sub-divisions for the topics of 
Romanos' kontakia: ^Christ' (33 hymns), 'Mary, the Precursor, and the 
Apostles' (9 hymns), ‘Old Testament Figures' (9 hymns), ‘Martyrs and Saints’ 
(24 hymns), ‘Parables' (5 hymns), and ‘Miscellaneous’ (5 hymns). Vd. 
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is almost overpowering. I have chosen, therefore, to concentrate 
on one aspect of Romanos* use of the Bible ~ his typology. 

3. Though many of his Scriptural references are obviously 
based on the writings of other Eastern Fathers, nowhere does 
Romanos cite his Patristic sources. For purposes of this paper I 
have not considered the comparative-study aspect of the 
material. 

4. The nature of the korUakion-iotm — being a verse homily, 
often, especially by Romanos, set in a dramatic context — 
further confuses the issue. Indeed, one might be tempted to ask. 
Is this figure or that analogy the work of Romanos the poet, of 
Romanos the preacher, of Romanos the exegete? For certainly 
different norms of Scriptural usage should be allowed to each 
facet of the author’s literary personality. Such internal distinc¬ 
tions would be, of course, artificial and false. Romanos is a poet, 
whose basically homiletic works, designed to be sung during the 
liturgy, are constructed on Scriptural foundations. Thus his 
korUakia must be investigated as artistic units, as inspired and 
inspirational creations ~ in short, as deeply religious poetry*. 

With these qualifications in mind, then, one should not demand 
from such works a consistent and systematic core of Biblicid 
references. Yet, for purposes of analysis, Romanos’ use of Sacred 
Scripture can be divided into three quite general categories: 

1. Narrative : those Biblical references which are immediately 
connected to the plot-action of the hymn. 

2. Lyrical: those brief Scriptural phrases and formulae which 
have been lifted from their original context and accommodated 
to new uses. 

K. Kmmbacher, Miscellen zu Romanos, Abhandlungen der Bayerisohen 
Akademie der Wissenschaften, phil.-hist. Kl. 24, 3, 1909, 105—108. Scholars 
customarily identify each kontakion by citing the acrostic number assigned 
it by K. IQnmbacher, Die Akrostichnis in der griechischen Kirchenpoede, 
Sitzungsberichte der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, phil.-hist. 
Abt. 1903, 569-587. 

^ Cf. my D. Phil, thesis on deposit in the Bodleian Library: The Biblical 
and Patristic Sources of the Christological Kontakia of Romanos, 1957. 

* K. Kmmbacher, Geschichte der Byzantinischen Litteratur, 2nd ed., 
Munich 1897, 669: *... so sicher ist es, daB er (Romanos) an poetischer Be- 
gabung, an Feuer der Begeistemng, an Tiefe der Empfindung und Erhaben- 
heit der Sprache alle anderen Meloden weit iibertrifft. Die Litteraturgeschichte 
der Zukunft wird vielleicht den Romanos als den grdBten Kirchendichter aller 
Zeiten feiem.* 
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3. Allusive: those Biblical references which are connected to 
the koniakion^s basic plot only in as much as they contain inci¬ 
dents or persons which can be used by the poet for purposes of 
comparison or contrast. 

It is the third category, the Allusive, which I wish to consider 
in this paper. For it is to this class of references that one must 
turn to examine Romanos* spiritual interpretation of Scripture. 
The keystone of such an examination is typology: that form of 
exegesis which is the search for linkages between events, persons, 
or things within the historical framework of revelation. In con¬ 
trast to typological exegesis is allegorism: the search for a 
secondary and hidden meaning underlying the primary and 
obvious meaning of a narrative. These descriptive definitions are 
those of K. J. Woollcombe^. 

Scholars hav6, of course, subdivided the genus typology into 
various and complex species. In theory such distinctions might 
seem eminently reasonable; in practice, however, one too often 
finds oneself attempting to force actual examples of the Fathers* 
spiritual interpretations of Scripture into elaborate Procrustean 
formulae. I shall not try, therefore, to give scientific labels to the 
various examples of the fundamentally typological references 
which I shall cite. Rather, I hope to cling closer to the pole of 
exposition than to the pole of precise analysis. To emphasize 
Romanos* characteristic penchant for dramatically effective ex¬ 
plication of a text I have tried often to select passages in which 
the typological reference is placed in a dramatic context. 

Romanos frequently urges his listeners to ponder the words of 
Scripture. For example, he says, 

Kal Tolq evayyeXltyv vnaxovaaxe Qrjrotg xai avrolg dSre rov vow*. 

Hear the words of the Gospel and give your attention to them; or, 

Vva yvajfiev aSv fnxeig rd enl Nd}e, 

Tcov ^r)fAdT(jt)v rfjg ygaqnjg dxQotf&djpiev^, 

^ K. J. Woolloombe, The Biblical Origins and Patristic Development of 
Topology, Essays on T 3 rpology, in Studies in Biblical Theology 22, London 
1967,40. 

* r* 2 of Acrostic 18, Denial by Peter. Critical text by K. Krumbacher, 
Studien zu Romanos, Sitzungsberichte der Bayerischen Akademie der 
Wissenschaften, phil.-hist. Abt. 1898 II, 114-134; other editions by J. B. 
Pitra, Analecta Sacra Spicilegio Solesmensi I, Paris 1876, 28-35 and G. Cam- 
melli, Romano 285—327. 

* R 1-2 of Acrostic 63, Noe. Critical text in Maas typescript; another 
edition by Tomadakes, II, 85-116. 
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So that we might know what happened to Noe 
let ns harken to the words of Scripture. 

Formulae such as these introduce a poetic and dramatically 
executed retelling of the kontakion^s Biblical topic. This sort of 
injunction is especially important when viewed in the light of 
another statement by Romanos: 

ovdh yoQ dgydv iyxeirai rfj ygatpfj ovS* daaq)dg‘ dAAd ndvxa ev&ia^. 

For nothing in Scripture lies fallow, neither is it obscure, 
rather everything is straightforward. 

That t 3 rpology is a necessary instrument, as it were, for those 
attempting to cultivate the productive field of Scripture is illu¬ 
strated by the following exhortation: 

*Yfulg oiv ravra cbcgi/Sdjg xaravojjaare (plXoi* 

TO ndvra ydg h rv7i(p ngoeggd^ xai iygd(pr]^. 

Therefore, my friends, scrutinize carefully these things, 
for everything has been announced before and written in a type. 

Like other early Christian writers Romanos saw models of 
things to come’ in numerous Scriptural passages. He explicitly 
states: 

01 Twv fAeXkdvTcov xvnoi otJv ovyyovoi dvo (mfjgxov 
XBx^dvxtg ix *Pepixxag *Iaadx rm naxgidgxx)^* 

They were types of things to come, the two brothers 
born of Rebecca to the patriarch Isaac. 

The Melodist often puts words such as the following into God’s 
mouth: 

vwl ydg TtgoexvnoiCB xd fdXXovxa^. 

Now I have prefigured things to come. 

did xai iv aoi ngoaxidl^o) xd i/uid* 
ifjidv ydg el aatpibg ixxvTKOfjiay vai dlxaie^. 

^ rZoi Acrostic 43, Annunciation. Critical text in Maas t 3 rpescript. 

* /0 1-2 of Acrostic 68, Isaac Blesses Jacob. Critical text in Maas type¬ 
script; another edition by Tomadakes, *Yfivol I, 65-86. 

* dl. K. J. Woollcombe, Typology, Studies in Biblical Theology 22, 1957, 
60-75. 

^ B 1—2 of Acrostic 68, vd. note 2 supra. 

* IB 11 of Acrostic 68, vd. note 2 supra. 

* KB 2—3 of Acrostic 65, Sacrifice of Abraham. Critical text in Maas 
typescript; another edition by Tomadakes, *Yfivol I, 37-64. 
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Thus even in you do I foreshadow my own action, 
for yea, righteous Abraham, you are clearly my relief-model. 
In direct speech Noe comments on his own position on the Divine 
plan: 

h ravxfi TtQorvTubao} vw rriv ndyxoafxov dvaardaiv^. 

In this ark I shall now prefigure the universal resurrection. 
The events of the Old Testament, then, look forward to the 
events of the New Testament. They will be illumined, fulfilled 
by Christ, the Son of God. As Romanos says at the beginning of 
a strophe which abounds in typological correspondence, 

Ze ^Irjaov drjXovaiv al yqatpal . . 

The Scriptures point you out, Jesus .... 

His frequent and spontaneous use of inter-testament parallels 
indicates that Romanos was certainly conscious of the unifying 
continuity of the Divine Economy in which these historically 
distinct events realize their full significance. However, as might 
be expected, the poet Romanos makes no explicit comment on 
the metaphysical relationship that exists between type and anti- 
type^. Indeed, when the Melodist does not employ the word 
Twroc, its cognates, or similar traditional terms^, he more often 
couches his typological illustrations in simile form than in me¬ 
taphor form — or he establishes some sort of “then-now” parallel. 
The following passage contains examples of all three techniques: 
^OvrcDQ (pdgovaa tj pdrog to tivq ixaUro xal ov xarexavero. 
ix ydg xfjg xov Owfia niaxevco xolg Moyaioig. 

aa&qd ydq xal dxav&codrjg vndqxovaa ovx i(pXix^ 
rpavaaaa TtXevqdg &a7t£q <pXoy6g xaio/iiivrjg. 
xal x6xe fiiv to nvq fiX&ev ini xrpf dxav&a, 
vwl 6e nqdg to Ttvq Idqa/jLev rj fiax(bdrjg 
xal 6 avxdg ^edg dfxqidxeqa tpvXdxxoyv^. 

^ 79 of Acrostic 63, vd. p. 213, n. 3. 

* Xl of Acrostic 43, vd. p. 214, n. 1. 

* Cf. J. Dani^lou, The Problem of Symbolism, Thought 26, New York 1950, 
423—440, and Y. Congar, Marie et TEglise dans la pens^e patristique. Revue 
des Sciences Philosophiques et Th^logiques 38, 1954, 3—38. 

^ The following terms are used by Romanos in fundamentally typological 
settings: rwiog, ixTimw/m, ivrvTtdct), nqommdo), ebcwv, jtgoaxtdCcj 

arifiolvo}, x^^Q^e^9^' 

* B 1-7 of Acrostic 21, Doubts of Thomas. Critical text in Maas t 3 rpescript; 
other editions by Pitra, Analecta I, 141-147 and Tomadakes, ^Yfivol III, 
109-144. 
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The bramble, tnily on fire, was burning but it did not burn 

[down. 

So, through the hand of Thomas I believe what happened to 

[Moses. 

For, though highly infiamable and full of thorns, his hand did 

[not burst into fire 

after it touched (Christ’s) side which was like a burning fiame. 
Then the fire came to the thornbush; 
now the bramble ran to the fire. 

And the same God guarded both. 

Apart from their poetical and rhetorical ramifications, stylistic 
devices such as these not only enable Romanos to stress the 
historicity of both type and antitype, but also allow latitude for 
contrast as well as for comparison. 

Romanos therefore (and this is an essential attribute of his 
typology) emphasizes the fact that the Incarnation substantially 
altered and elevated subsequent history. For through and in and 
by Christ the events of the new dispensation, the antitypes, the 
ultimate historical realizations of centuries of divine preparation, 
have an incomparably greater importance. 

Christ speaks to John the Baptist: 

. . . xal yoQ nqoqyrjT&v joeiCcov ae non^aoi' 
ixelvcov [ABV ovdelQ aaq>d)g (le xareldev, 
dAA* iv Tvnoig xal axidig xal iwTtvloig,^ 

. . . For I shall make you greater than the Prophets. 

None of them saw Me clearly, 

but rather in types and in shadows and in dreams. 

Or again, 

*Idov 6 rvnog rov v6fiov aatpibg ini rfjg xoXoxvvrrjg yvcogtCerai 

[Svrojg* 

(fvelaa yaq wxxog ixeivrj Wiovdv ineaxlaCe' 
xal 6 v6fiog axtdC(ov rd fAiViOvra 
wxxog dvepXdaxrjae x(p Mcoafj vnd vitpeXa* 

^ de rjXiog &qti dvaxelXaaa 

ijiexdXvtpe x6v vdfxov <hg to Xdxavov^, 

^ 15—7 of Acrostic 4, Baptism of Christ. Critical text in Maas typescript; 
another edition by Pitra, Analecta 1,16—23. 

* IE 1—6 of Acrostic 84, Nineve. Critical text in Maas typescript. Cf. 
Jonas 4, 6—11. 
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Behold, a t}rpe of the Law is clearly to be recognized in the 

[gourd. 

For as it grew in the night it overshadowed Jonas, 
and the Law, which overshadows the things to come, 
blossomed forth to Moses under a cloud during the night; 
but Grace, having dawned like the sun, covered the Law as if it 

[were that plant. 

Consequently one often finds in the typological relations used 
by Romanos a negative note — the two sides of the Scriptural 
equation do not precisely balance. Christ, the Son of God, is 
indeed the common denominator; but in the Old Testament He 
and His historical activity are present only as shadows, in the 
New Testament as realities. Romanos continually emphasizes 
the priority of the fulfilled type: 

1. The assumptions of Enoch and Elias prefigure Christ’s ascen¬ 
sion, but neither of these prophets actually came into heaven 
itself^. 

2. John the Baptist hesitates to approach the Savior and justi¬ 
fies his reluctance by reminding Christ that Oza’s hand was 
withered when he touched the Ark of the Covenant. How then 
shall he (John) dare to touch the head of his God‘? 

3. After three days Jonas came forth from the whale to save 
Nineve; after three days Christ came forth from the tomb to 
save the entire world*. 

4. When the Angel Gabriel informs Mary that she will conceive 
in as miraculous a fashion as the Red Sea was parted by 
Moses’ staff) the Virgin protests that this miracle was effected 
through an instrument and asks if she must know man as an 
instrument of her conception. The Archangel replies, ‘They 
were types of these things; now the Truth will shine over you’*. 
It is to be noted that, although his parallels can be quite de¬ 
tailed and poetically involved, Romanos strives to keep the two 


^ /d 1-13 of Acrostic 22, Ascension. Critical text in Maas typescript; an¬ 
other edition by Pitra, Analecta I, 148-157. 

* IB 4—9 of Acrostic 4, vd. p. 216, n. 1. 

* K 1-7 of Acrostic 19, Passion of Christ. Critical text in Maas typescript; 
other editions by Pitra, Analecta I, 116—124 and Tomadakes, *Yfiyol II, 
173-201. 

^ & and / of Acrostic 50, Annunciation. Critical text in Maas t 3 rpe 8 cript. 
I 8 TV7UH [Toth’cov] iyivoiTTO* vvp dh^eia inildfAtpei ooi, 

15 StudU Patristica VI 
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related historical events in sight. Another passage underscores 
this aspect of the Melodist’s spiritual exegesis: 

The Sinful Woman of Luke 7, 36—60 speaks: 
iv Tolg Tov El/jicovog avXlCerai 6 ^€6g fwv* 

OTtevao) TiQog roihov xal xXavact) (hg ^Awa rrjv oreiQoyaiv 
x6v Xoylarjral /le Zl/myv iv /le&va/icp, 
d>g *HXi ^'Awa r6re, jutirw xdy<h TiQoaevxofiivri 
aiyfj Po(baa* xigie, rixvov ovx fjnrjaa, 

(pvx^iv fwvoyevfj Ciyrco, rjvTUQ djubXeaa^ 

cog EafwvriX trig drixvov^ ^EjijKxvovrjX rfjg dvdvdQov, 

Tijg arelqag ^geg Sveidog^. 

My God is visiting in the house of Simon; 

I shall rush toward Him and weep just as Anna wept for her 

[barrenness. 

Even if Simon should think that I am drunk 

as Eli once thought Anna to be, I shall remain and pray 

and in silence shout, 'Lord I did not beg for a child, 

I seek my one and only soul, which I have lost. 

As Samuel the son of the childless woman, O Emmanuel the 

[son of the husbandless woman. 
You took away the disgrace of barenness.’ 

Romanos has, of course, marshalled all of his poetical and rhe¬ 
torical talent to exploit every possible link in the passage just 
quoted, but, despite its ingenious etymological climax, it is to be 
classified, in my opinion, as t 3 rpology rather than as allegory. 
However, a clear example of allegorical exegesis can be found 
in this synopsis of the Melodist’s subjective interpretation of the 
Woman at the Well episode: 

The oft-wed Samaritan Woman is a life portrait of the Church. 
As she denied her many husbands, so too has the Church denied 
many gods. The Church found a new Master through the 
waters (of Baptism), and from the waters of the well the Sama¬ 
ritan Woman found a sixth master, her purification. Who are 
those five “husbands”? The five deceiving horns of idolatry 
mentioned in Wisdom 14, 14—28: impiety, licentiousness, con¬ 
fusion, hardheartedness, and child-murder*. 

^ H 3—10 of Acrostic 16, Sinful Woman. Critical text in Maas typescript; 
another edition by Pitra, Analecta I, 85—02. 

* IB and IF of Acrostic 80, Samaritan Woman. Critical text in Maas t 3 rpe- 
script; another edition by Tomadakes, *Yfivoi II, 283-304. 
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Such passages in the works of Romanos are extremely 
rare and one would not be rash to claim that the majority 
of the Melodist’s spiritual interpretations of the Scriptures 
involve historical components on both sides of the exegetical 
equation. 

In addition to the Old Testament parallels in which the second 
terms are Christ or those directly involved in His earthly mi¬ 
nistry, Romanos finds pre-Incamation figures of the Church 
established by the Savior: God tells Noe: 

xcd xavrrpf &aneq olxov iv TV7tq> ixxXrjalag 

Ttolrjaov oQfAodUjog, &g hxiXXofjLai aol^. 

And construct that ark exactly as 1 instruct you - 

like a house, as a model of the Church . . . 

Although I could find only a few, insignificant examples of tra¬ 
ditionally sanctioned sacramental typology^, the Melodist does 
examine several ecclesiastical institutions of a lesser order. Since 
the Lenten fast of the Eastern Church is thirty-six and a half 
days in duration — approximately one-tenth of a year — Romanos 
suggests the tithe-custom of the Law as a type of this New Dis¬ 
pensation custom*. Christian reverence of relics is prefigured by 
the miraculous revivification effected by the bones of Eliseus*. 
In passages such as these Christ, the pivot around which all valid 
typology must turn, can be only dimly and, as it were, “sacra¬ 
mentally” perceived. 

In summary then, one can say that the spiritual exegesis in the 
kofUakia of Romanos is built on a foundation of typology — a 
typology which is generally traditional, fundamentally Christo- 
logical, predominantly historical, and strikingly poetical — a 
typology which places a strong emphasis on the priority of the 
second term, the Incarnate Word. Though the poetical, fre¬ 
quently dramatic form and the homiletic purpose of the konta- 
kion offer considerable opportunity for allegorical interpretations 
of Scriptural narratives, the Melodist rarely loses sight of the 


* r’4-6 of Acrostic 63, vd. p. 213, n. 3. 

* Cf. J. Dani^lou, Sacramentum futuri, Paris 1950, and Bible et Liturgie, 
Paris 1951, English edition: The Bible and the Liturgy, Notre Dame 1956. 

* KB 5—9 of Acrostic 60, Adam and Eve. Critical text in Maas typescript. 
^ /i? 1—6 of Acrostic 70, Lazarus I. Critical text in Maas typescript; other 

editions by E. Mioni, Romano il Melode, Turin 1937,199-212 and Tomadakes, 
^YfAvol I, 147-176. 

16* 


Digitized by 


Google 



220 


R. J. SCHORK 


two-term historical bases of his Biblical figures. This does not mean 
that his interpretations lack imagination; in fact, so ingeniously 
wrought are some of his parallels that one is tempted to think 
that P6re Dani^lou had Romanos the Melodist in mind when he 
wrote: ‘Grenius in typology is ... the perception of affinities in 
Scripture, just as poetic genius is the perception of affinities in 
the natural world’ 

^ J. Dani61ou, Origen, New York 1955, 157. 
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II Libro di Eraclide di Nestorio. Tentativo di una 
formulazione del dogma cristologico 

L. I. SciPiONi O. P., Bologna 


II Libro di Eraclide h certamente un’opera di susseguente 
riflessione che estende la controversia cristologica in atto molto 
al di 14 dei motivi che Nestorio mostrava di agitare nella sua 
precedente attiviti di predicatore e di pastore. Se la controversia 
nestoriana si incentrava, nella sua fase iniziale, sulla questione 
del Theotokos, tale questione passa susseguentemente in secondo 
piano, mentre I’interesse di Nestorio si accentra nella ricerca 
della esatta formulazione del dogma cristologico. E tale 4 I’inte- 
resse proprio del Libro di Eraclide che nelle intenzioni dell’autore 
vuole essere un trattato sistematico di cristologia^ nel quale la 
maggior parte delle nozioni introdotte vengono sviluppate per la 
prima volta negli scritti di Nestorio. 

£ questo che fk del Libro di Eraclide un documento di estremo 
interesse per lo storico del dogma poichfe esso appare al momento 
pill acuto delle controversie cristologiche, quando sempre pih 
evidente si fit Turgenza di dare il conio definitive e canonico a delle 
formule dogmatiche circa le quali si affrontano opposte tendenze 
di pensiero e di dottrina. 

Cio che pih colpisce in esso k quel sense di disagio che se ne 
ricava alia lettura e che porta natimalmente lo studioso a chiedersi 
se non si trovi di fronte ad una situazione di pensiero la cui spie- 

^ Si consideri a questo riguardo Tampiezza dei propositi espressi da N. nella 
parte introduttiva del Libro di Eraclide, pp. 1—81 (Nestorius, Le Livre d’H^- 
raclide de Damas, trad, par F. Nau, Paris 1910 — £ questa edizione che noi 
citeremo nel presente articolo). N. inizia schematizzando le eresie cristolo¬ 
giche in due grandi correnti articulate secondo la duplice altemativa: da un 
lato coloro che dicono che il Cristo d solamente Dio e TumanitA sarebbe da 
intendersi «dans Tapparence, dans Timagination et non dans la nature*; 
dalFaltro lato coloro che sostengono «qu’il n’est pas Dieu, mais seulement 
homme*. Dall'una e dall’altra eresia N. vede derivare Terrore degli ariani — ai 
quali riconduce anche gli apollinaristi — i quali irconfessent un demi-dieu et un 
demi-homme». 
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gazione profonda e le cui radici ultime siano da rioercarsi molto 
al di \k del momento e delle formule che il testo rappresenta. 

Si tratta per Nestorio - e questo h precisamente lo soopo della 
trattazione — di definire in forma chiara e una volta per tutte 
«comment il convenait de comprendre et de dire naturellement 
ces propri^tes de la chair et de T&me raisonnable et les propri^tes 
de Dieu le Verbe; comme si toutes deux appartenaient k Dieu le 
Verbe dans la nature, ou bien au Christ, de sorte que les deux 
natures ont et4 unies par I’union en un seul prosdpon^^, 

Gi& da questa dichiarazione programmatioa si puo compren- 
dere il modo con il quale Nestorio affronter^ il suo argomento. 
Il suo tentativo per una formulazione esatta del dogma si pone 
su un terreno prevalentemente positive, quasi sperimentale e 
fenomenico, quale una descrizione degli element! che compongono 
il dato di fede. £ secondo questo metodo che Nestorio dettaglierii 
le due nature del Cristo, analizzando cid che si rapporta alia 
natura divina e cid che appartiene all’iimanit^. Questo h certa- 
mente un portato della sua polemica antiapollinarista; ma ancor 
pih profondamente esso d la necessaria conseguenza di istanze 
ideologiche che si riallacciano, coscientemente o no, a tutta una 
problematica che ha le sue radici ultime in una concezione filo- 
sofica di fondo. 

Cid h tanto vero, che Taffermazione dell’uniti del Cristo non 
costituisce per Nestorio un problema e pertanto non diviene 
oggetto espresso della sua elaborazione dottrinale. Tale affer- 
mazione egli la porrk come dato owio, riproducendola semplice- 
mente dai testi evangelici * e dal Simbolo di Nicea facendone il 

' Le Livre d’H4r. ed. cit. p. 127. 

• In particolare dal testo di Giov. 1,1—13 riportandoei al quale N. affenna: 
«A cause de cela le (Fils) unique qui est dans le sein de son Pdre nous a fait 
oonnaitre Dieu que personne n'a jamais vu; non pas un autre, mais oelui qui 
6 tait dans le sein de son P^re, il est venu, s'est fait chair et a habits parmi nous; 
il est dans le sein de son P^re et aupr^s de nous, parce qu’il est ce qu’est lo Pdre 
et il nous Ta raconte — il est Evident qu’il n’a pas montr^ Timmensit^ et I’in- 
oompr^hensibilit^ de (son) essence — tel qu'il est dans le sein de son P^re. 
Comme il connaissait notre nature, il nous a raconte dans notre nature elle- 
mdme^ce qu’aucun des hommes n'a jamais vu. Comment done est-il possible 
que nous entendions par celui-ci un Ills, et par le Christ un autre Fils qui est 
bomme seulement et qui demeure, par T^galit^ et Tbonneur de la filiation, dans 
rimage de celui que vous niez avoir 4t^ envoys et avoir v6cu au milieu de nous? 
C’est par une sorte d*habitation divine, lui qui demeurait dans la forme de 
Dieu, qu’il a habits; comme T^vang^liste nous fait monter clairement de Dieu 
le Verbe vers Dieu le Verbe et, en dehors de Dieu le Verbe, ne oonnatt pas un 
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punto di partenza, indiscutibile e solido, di tutta la sua tratta- 
zione^. 

Oggetto diretto invece della tratt^zione di Nestorio 6 il pro- 
blema delle due nature del Cristo. 

Sempre prendendo le mosse dai testi suddetti, egli, nella sua 
esposizione, diversamente da quanto possiamo constatare in Teo- 
doreto*, pratica correntemente una applicazione tecnica della 
terminologia trinitaria nel terreno della Cristologia. Per Nestorio 
infatti h cosa naturale aflFermare che mde m6me qu’en la Trinite 
il y a une essence de trois proadpona, troia proadpona d’une seule 
essence, (de m6me) ici (nel Cristo) il y a un proadpon de deux 
essences et deux essences d’un proadpon^^. 

Ora h precisamente partendo da queste formule e dalla loro 
utilizzazione che possiamo ritrovare il vero sfondo filosofico che 
determina le espressioni e le articolazioni formulate da Nestorio. 

Come intende Nestorio questa formula trinitaria, pur corrente 
almeno nelFambiente antiocheno? 

Presso i Cappadoci — come ha ben dimostrato J. Lebon^ — la 
formula trinitaria va compresa sulla base d’una ovala pla intesa 
come realty sostanziale unica, concreta (non astratta) ed indi- 


autre Verbe, ni un autre Fils unique de Dieu, si oe n’est celui-oi aveo la ohair.» 
(Le Livre d’H^r. ed. cit. p. 47.) 

^ «Nous croyons en un Dieu, P^re tout puissant, cr6ateur de toutes les 
ohoses visibles et invisibles, et en un seigneur J4sus-Christ, Fils unique de Dieu, 
qui est n^ du Pdre, o'est-^-dire de Tessence du P^re •.. Playant d*abord les 
noms des deux natures qui indiquent les propri4t6s communes, sans que la 
Filiation ou la Domination soit scind6e et sans que les natures, dans Tunion 
de la Filiation, viennent en p4ril de corruption et de confusion. (Fin qui a ca- 
ratteri piccoli nell’ed. cit.). Voyez done d’abord qui retranche et enl^ve au 
symbole qui a 6t4 port4 par les Pdres, et qui ajoute ce que celui-14 (Cirillo) a en- 
lev4 et ne Ta pas laiss4 lui prendre quoi que ce soit. Celui-ci ne dit mdme pas le 
commencement (del simbolo) et n*a pas voulu commencer par 14; tandis que 
moi j'ai 6tabli ce que les Pdres on dit avec justice, et j’ai dit: ‘C*est ici que nous 
commencerons' en montrant aussi la raison pour laquelle ils ont d*abord plac4 
les noms qui sont communs 4 la divinity et 4 Thumanit^, puis il batlssent 14- 
dessus la tradition de I’lncamation, des soufiirances et de la resurrection, 
*apr48 avoir place d’abord les noms des deux natures qui indiquent les pro- 
prietes communes, sans que la Filiation et la Domination soient scindees, et 
sans que les natures, dans Tunion de Filiation, viennent en peril de corruption 
et de confusion** (Le Livre d’Her. ed. cit. pp. 126—126). 

* Cf. p. 225, n. 3. 

* Le Livre d’Her. ed. cit. p. 219. 

^ J. Lebon, Le sort du «Consubstantiel» Niceen — in Revue d'Histoire 
Ecciesiastique 47, 1052, 485-529; 48. 1953, 632-682. 
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visa, ijtoxelfievov a tre distinte IdLdTrjrcu, Esempi correnti di tale 
rapporto delle i4iotetai dXYousia imica sono le diverse monete 
considerate per rapporto alia massa di bronzo dalla quale pro- 
vengono e su cui sono coniate oppure i diversi uomini quali 
Pietro, Paolo, Giovanni per rapporto a to ihxdv vnoxelfievov 
che fk iva di iv ndai xov dydqijDnov sotto le diflferenti persone: ol 
avTol — ovala di ndvrcov fxia. Una dififerenza fondamentale distin¬ 
gue pero tali esempi dalla realty espressa nel dogma trinitario 
ed h che mentre I’ot^^ unica si moltiplica nei singoli per xma 
divisione numerica dell’imica massa uletica da cui sono tratti, 
nella Trinity al contrario VovMa per la sua spirituality somma e 
la sublimity divina, rimane numericamente ima ed indivisa sotto 
le tre Persone divine. 

Ma cio che noi vogliamo particolarmente accentuare in questa 
esemplificazione h Tassenza di qualsiasi nozione di astrazione, 
almeno nel senso aristotelico. Se cio favorisce Tesatta formula- 
zione del dogma e risponde pienamente alle necessity che la con- 
troversia trinitaria postulava, quale sary Tapplicability di tsli 
nozioni al momento in cui tutta una corrente di speculazione 
avrebbe imposto \ma ulteriore determinazione dell’essere di 
nature diverse per rapporto all’unica persona nella formulazione 
del dogma cristologico? Ad un tale momento una trasposizione 
pura e semplice delle formule trinitarie in campo cristologico non 
avrebbe potuto essere sufficente se non fosse stata accompagnata 
da ulteriori determinazioni che, volere o no, avrebbero neces- 
sariamente esigito un ricorso pih approfondito a delle concezioni 
tratte da una cosmologia. 

Ecco dunque Nestorio esprimere il dogma cristologico con la 
formula: «deux natures . . . unies en un seul 'proadpon: la diffe¬ 
rence de chacune des natures etant conservee^^. Questa equivale, 
grosso modo, alia formula cristologica allora abbastanza cor¬ 
rente: dvo pvaeig, iv ngdoconov che h una trasposizione pura e 
semplice della terminologia convenzionata in terreno trinitario. 
Ad essa aggiunge tuttavia, con una accentuazione particolare, 
la precisazione: ixariga (pvaig to Ti?.eiov ix^i. £ proprio questa 
precisazione che racchiude tutta la problematica nestoriana; ed 
essa non h dovuta solo ai motivi dettati dalla polemica anti- 
apollinarista, ma pih in profondity si rapporta alia maniera 
in cui Nestorio intende e possiede la formula trinitaria tradi- 


* Le Livre d’H^r. ed. cit. p. 209. 
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zionale. uDe m5me — egli afferma — qu’en la Trinite il y a 
une essence de trois prosopons^ trois proadpona d’une seule 
essence, (de m6me) ici il y a un proadpon de deux essences et 
deux essences d’un proadpona, E aggiunge: «Dans le premier 
cas, les proadpona ne sent pas sans essence et, dans le second, 
Tessence n’est pas sans proadpon; la nature n’est pas non plus 
sans proadpon^ ni le proadpon sans nature*^. 

Queste determinazioni aggiunte da Nestorio alia formula trini- 
taria ci introducono direttamente nella sua concezione cosmo- 
logica deWouaia. Secondo queste precisazioni, il dogma trinitario, 
secondo Nestorio, verrebbe piii adeguatamente espresso dalla 
formula: una natura, tre ipostasi, tre proadpa^, Infatti secondo 
Nestorio nella Trinity la realty sostanziale numericamente una 
ed indivisa assume una triplice ragione ove la si consideri, sul 
piano logico, come supposito o ipostasi alle propriety che costi- 
tuiscono i proadpa divini. Sono queste tre ipostasi altrettante 
considerazioni logiche deWouaia per rispetto alle propriety per¬ 
sonal!*. 

Non ci attarderemo qui nell’esame dettagliato delle singole 
nozioni impiegate da Nestorio*. Vogliamo solo sottolineare 
quanto tali nozioni siano permeate della concezione stoica del 
cosmo e della materia*. Esse si fondano sull’idea di una dkt) 

1 Ib. p. 219. • Ib. p. 138. 

* Teodoreto sembra condividere quests concezione quando spiega: «Se- 
condo la dottrina di quell! che sono di fuori (della Chiesa) non vi h nessuna 
differenza (tra ousia e ipostasi): infatti oda(a signifies rd 6v, widcraoig invece 
rd iStpeardg, A1 contrario, secondo la dottrina deiPadri, ousia e hypostasis diffe- 
riscono tra di loro come rd xoivdv vtuq tdiov oppure come t6 yivog rd 
eldog ^ t6 dxo/iovt (Eran. I, c. 33). Applicando tali determinazioni alia dottrina 
trinitaria si avr4: «Prendiamo ti}v delav oda(av per significare la S. Trinity, 
vTidaraatv al contrario per designare ngocwTiov xtvdg elvm cio^ del Padre o del 
Figlio o dello Spirito Santo. Poichd infatti, seguendo la dottrina dei SS. Padri, 
noi diciamo che dTidaraaiv, Jigdoomov, ISidripa significano la stessa cosa» 
(Eran. I, c. 36). Tale accezione dei termini non trova per6 uso in terreno 
cristologico dove al contrario Teodoreto mostra di prendere i termini secondo 
Taccezione che attribuisce ai filosofi pagani. 

* Rimandiamo all'anahsi da noi condotta nello studio: L. 1. Scipioni, 
Ricerche suUa Cristologia del *Libro di Eraclide’ di Nestorio. La formulazione 
teologica e il suo contesto filosofico. (Paradosis 11), Fribourg/Suisse 1956. 

^ Nel nostro preced. studio abbiamo posto in luce i numerosi contatti della 
cosmologia di N. con la concezione stoica. Essi ci portano a vedere nella elabo- 
razione di N. un sottofondo stoico, forse non pienamente avvertito da lui ma 
effioacemente operante. Non d il caso tuttavia di parlare d’uno stoicismo posse- 
duto come visione sintetica e concezione sistematica.£ da notare in N. Tassenza 
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intesa come indififerenza primordiale, elemento sostanziale di 
qualsiasi entity fisioa, semplicissimo, interamente passivo ed 
assolutamente esente da ogni formality: To ndaxov- Realty che, 
permeata dal piincipio primordiale attivo (to noiovv) riceve le sue 
qualificazioni dalle noiorrjrai e IdidTrjrai che determinano la €Xtj 
sulla linea del genere e dell’individuo. Tale determinazione si 
sviluppa sempre, si noti bene, sul piano di una articolazione 
CO nereta deUa {5Xrj con esclusione di qualsiasi nozione di astra- 
zione nel senso metafisico aristotelico: essa rimane esclusivamente 
sul piano dell’entilA numerica della quale sono detti to yivog e 
TO idiov. 

Ma al di Ik di questo sostrato filosofico documentabile in lui, 
Nestorio, dandoci le nozioni di poidtes e prosdpon non si discosta 
sostanzialmente dall’accezione che sembrano aveme i Padri che 
le avevano introdotte nella controversia trinitaria. E 1& esse ci 
appaiono pienamente accettabili e feUcemente risolutive. Ben 

di riferimenti letterari che permettano di segnalare una fonte od un autore 
determinati, anohe se le oonoezioni eeposte trovano un risoontro molto ohiaro 
nelle espressioni dei primi stoici quali Zenone, Cleante, Crisippo. Tutto ci6 ci 
conduce a pensare che N. non abbia ricevuto la sua educazione filoeofica alia 
scuola di un maestro particolare, ma abbia al contrario ricevuto queUa infor* 
marione eclettica praticata nelle scuole del tipo clasdeo e basata largamente su 
manual!, repertori e florilegi che raccoglievano test! di different! autori secondo 
criteri antologici e oonvenzionali comprendenti tutti i sistemi filosoficL Tutto 
questo mondo della media cultura ^ largamente dominate dallo stoicismo 
Boprattutto nella trattazione dei grand! temi cosmogonici ed etici. P. Canivet 
(Histoire d'une entreprise apolog^tique au si^cle, Paris 1967) ba tracciato 
un quadro concemente lo stato degli studi filosofici in Antioebia al V sec. rile- 
vando Tassenza d’un maestro di filosofia di tale statura da permettere alia 
citt4 di prendere una vera parte attiva nel movimento di pensiero che si svi- 
luppa negli altri centri intellettuali quali Alessandria ed Atene. Fino al 393 
domina incontrastato il retore Libanio che h pib specificamente un sofista 
eclettico che crea attomo a sb un discepolato non legato ad un sistema filo¬ 
sofico particolare ma aperto verso tutti i sistemi current! (o. c. p. 87). La for- 
mazione culturale quindi in Antioebia in questo periodo si acquista principal- 
mente attraverso le scuole del tipo classico comprendenti il duplice ciclo del 
grammatico e del retore (ib. pp. 21—34). Teodoreto ba ricevuto appunto tale 
educazione ed b interessante notare che, se dimostra una conosoenza molto 
indiretta del platonismo, possiede invece dello stoicismo tutto un vocabolario 
specie per quanto riguarda i temi della conoscenza e della psicologia, mostra 
di essere al corrente della concezione stoica della dXtj che egli indica come 
dAAo/wTiJv, principio prime distinto dal principle causante. 

Le sue citazioni pib frequent! sono di autori tratti dallo stoicismo principal- 
mente primitive quali Zenone, Cleante e Crisippo (o. c. pp. 309—314). Ab- 
biamo da ci6 molti degli elementi che ci possono aiutare a ricostruire il quadro 
culturale nel quale N. molto probabilmente si b formate. 
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diversamente aweixA invece in cristologia. Nel dogma trinitario 
la necessity di qualificare come particolare, individuale la natura 
unica di Dio h facilitata dal carattere immateriale ed indivisibile 
di tale natura che, pur rimanendo unica ed identica a se stessa, 
per la sua immateriality somma pu5 al tempo stesso avbstare a 
tre persone distinte. II dogma cristologico al contrario ci presenta 
un fatto ben piu complesso: quello d’un solo 'prosdpm che 
adempie la stessa funzione determinante sul piano di due nature 
diverse fra loro secondo la natura e una delle quali h una parte 
staccatasi per divisione dalla ousia unica che h la natura umana. 
Da qui la necessity di precisare ulteriormente quegli elementi che 
fanno della natura umana del Cristo non solo una realty contenuta 
sotto il prosdjxm del Figlio di Dio, bensi anche una molecola 
separata dalle altre molecole umane. 

Quando dunque Nestorio insistery con tanta fermezza nel 
precisare che ixariqa (pvaig xd riXeiov ixei (Leit-motiv di tutti gli 
antiocheni nella polemica contro Cirillo) ci6 deriva dal fatto 
che negare alia natura umana le idioietai avrebbe significato 
affermare della natura umana solamente il sostrato ulico, cio^ 
la iXri SXoyoq xai SnoioQ, to dfiogqioVf to d/ioigaw xal dv6rjxoVf xai 
axoxeivdv xal to adgiarov, in ultima analisi cio che non era ancora 
una natura umana anzi non era ancora nemmeno una natura. 

E questa preoccupazione di Nestorio h maggiormente accres- 
ciuta da certe espressioni dei suoi awersari i quaU, pur affermando 
Ti)v Tcov (pvaecuv diacpogdiv, si preoccupavano di specificare meglio: 
ovx ixaxdoag vTtoardxeax; (pegovar]^ idiov. Se si tien conto della 
precisa problematica di Nestorio, queste affermazioni avevano 
tutta Taria di sfuggire airinterrogativo preciso: la natura umana 
del Cristo k veramente una natura singolare e se si come espri- 
merla? Oppure la si vuole affermare solamente in termini molto 
vaghi e per nulla impegnativi restando aderenti al cr^do tradi- 
zionale ma vietandosi di specificarla meglio in quei determinativi 
ultimi ai quali avrebbe dovuto condurre una ben chiara riflessione 
sui principi discriminanti degli esseri? Non appariva risolutiva 
della questione Taffermazione pura e semplice che il Figlio di Dio 
ha fatto suo, possiede in proprio e Lui solo, tutto cio che 6 della 
came che Egli ha assunto. Non poteva essere sufficente perche 
tale affermazione era corrente ed ammessa da tutti, anche da 
coloro della cui ortodossia intima era lecito dubitare. La pro¬ 
blematica del momento spingeva ben oltre e domandava come 
occorresse esprimere in termini esatti questa verity con delle 
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formule che potessero assicurare una volta per sempre rintegritA 
deUe nature ed in particolare della natura umana che occorreva 
indicare come concreta, come quella che era di Cristo e non di 
Pietro, di Paolo o di qualsiasi altro uomo. Essa chiedeva in- 
somma una precisa soluzione del problema imposto da quello che 
Nestorio chiamava apollinarismo e che in realty era im nuovo 
momento del pensiero teologico, che non si proponeva piu il 
problema (ormai superato) dell’anima umana del Cristo, ma 
invece accusava uno stato di perplessit4 circa le soluzioni da 
portare al problema dell’integrit^i deUa natura umana del Cristo 
da stabilirsi per rapporto a quelle determinazioni filosofiche che 
occorreva introdurre ricorrendo ai principi di individuazione e 
di distinzione degli esseri. E Nestorio aveva acuta coscienza del 
pericolo rappresentato per la fede dal perdurare di tale incertezza 
e della mancanza di una adeguata risposta. E in verity le future 
vicende del monohsismo non sembreranno dargli torto, ch^ 
anzi egli sembra antivederle, riconducendone i motivi a questa 
mancata precisazione di nozioni sul piano piu strettamente con- 
cettuale e cosmologioo. 

Ma la soluzione ofiFerta da Nestorio rispondeva adeguatamente 
a tali esigenze? 

In base alle premesse filosofiche da lui poste, una qualificazione 
della natura umana del Cristo giunge necessariamente fino ad 
esprimerla in concreto come un idioa, un prosdpon. Nestorio si fe 
ben preoccupato di awertire che tale prosdpon umano del Cristo 
non pu6 per nulla essere concepito quale un soggetto di opera- 
zioni distinto daUa Persona del Figlio di Dio: e questo perchfe il 
prosdpon umano — egli spiega - h stato concepito e formato in 
ragione deUa medesima Persona del Figlio di Dio che I’ha for¬ 
mato e fatto suo perche fosse un solo prosdpon con Lui. Ma questa 
verity che Nestorio ha dalla Fede, non si vede annuUata dalla 
ulteriore precisazione del carattere della natura umana? Secondo 
Nestorio infatti occorre aflFermare anche una duality di prosdpa 
poichfe tale affermazione h il portato necessario del fatto, consta- 
tabile sul piano cosmologico della individuazione degli esseri, che 
il prosdpon unico, per poter realmente qualificare in senso ultimo 
le due nature delle quali h prosdpon, deve essere vero prosdpon 
umano e vero prosdpon divino. Il che h certamente vero: ma nel 
caso deirincarnazione, nel quale Tuna delle nature ha un inizio 
distinto rapportabile alia natura, I’affermazione di Nestorio crea 
una duality di termini che egli non potr^t piu correggere. 
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Essa permane malgrado I’afiFermazione di Nestorio che unit4 
e duality di 'proaopon si hanno su due piani dififerenti. L’unit^t si 
ha sill piano del prosopon in quanto viene respinta qualsiasi di- 
stinzione reale o immaginaria tra il prosopon umano e il prosdpon 
divino. La duality la si considera al contrario sul piano delle 
nature una delle quali (quella umana) viene qualificata come 
distinta da tutte le altre nature quali sono ad es. quella di Pietro, 
di Paolo e di tutti gli altri uomini. Ma tale spiegazione avrebbe 
qualche validity solo se Nestorio formulasse (volendo stare alia 
sua terminologia) il dogma trinitario come: due ipostasi, un solo 
prosdpon, Ma questa formulazione Nestorio non la potrebbe nem- 
meno accettare appunto perchd Tessere ipostasi deriva alia natura 
umana dal suo prosdpon, 

N6 vale ancora Tosservazione di Nestorio e cio6 che sia proprio 
il fatto di nature diverse secondo la natura a permettere di conce- 
pire una vera uniti nella duality che egli afferma e che non sarebbe 
possibile ove si trattasse di due nature uguali secondo la natura. 
Poich^ in ambedue i casi la situazione h evidentemente la stessa, 
proprio secondo le premesse di Nestorio, e condurrebbe sempre 
all’affermazione ultima d’una duality di prosdpon; sicch6 tale 
osservazione di Nestorio ha solo il valore di un ricorso al mistero 
di fede, al quale egli vuole fare richiamo costante. 

Si avranno da tutto cio gli elementi per ben giudicare del ca- 
rattere della unione in prosdpon che Nestorio vuole opporre al- 
Tunione ipostatica o naturale degli awersari. Tale carattere lo si 
puo rilevare sulla base dei vari esempi che Nestorio trae dalla sua 
concezione cosmologica: Tesempio dell’unione esistente tra il fuoco 
ed il ferro arroventato, tra il fuoco edil legno ardente, tra il sole e lo 
specchio che lo riflette. Quest! esempi, pur nella loro precarieti, 
sono assunti da Nestorio per indicare quelFunit^ di prosdpon 
che egli propone per il mistero dellTncarnazione. In questa 
unione ognuno degli elementi che vengono a comppsizione pos- 
siede e conserva la propria natura: purtuttavia essi sono intuit! 
come realty veramente unica percepibile immediatamente come 
tale: un unico prosdpon che addiziona in s6 le propriety dell’una 
e dell’altra natura si che vengano ad essere propriety di un’unica 
entity atoma, percepibile come tale, pur rimanendo ciascuna di 
queste propriety a contrassegnare le caratteristiche delle rispet- 
tive nature. 

Un tale prosdpon unico — noi osserveremo - non h piii la Per¬ 
sona del Figlio di Dio, poichd esso rivela in s6 Taggiunta di nuovi 
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elementi che costituiscono il prosopon umano presentandosi 
qiiindi come ima specie di aggregate dato dairaddizionarsi di 
tutte le quality determinanti le nature. Nestorio oppone alFunione 
naturale o ipostatica questa concezione deirunione in pros&pon. 
LA egli vedeva TafiFermazione d’una mescolanza delle nature che, 
mediante corruzione, verrebbero a formare una natura tutta 
nuova, un mostruoso ibrido di umanit& e divinity. Neirunione in 
prosdpon al contrario Fimione non «d e 11 e» nature nfe « d e i * proaopa : 
essa h unione della natura umana «aU prosdpon del Figlio di Dio. 
Con questa acutissima distinzione noi possiamo veramente pen- 
sare che Nestorio abbia intraweduto la buona soluzione a tutto 
il problema: ma certamente gli non ha saputo esprimerla con- 
cettualmente poichd il suo linguaggio conduce pih facilmente a 
credere ch’egli sostenga proprio queU’unione «dei* prosdpa che egli 
vuol rifiutare. Se non dei prosdpa nel sense concrete di ipostasi, 
certamente dei prosdpa nel senso formale di propriety deter¬ 
minanti le nature e le cui radici aflFondano nelle rispettive nature. 
La sua unione al prosdpon 6 una unione delle propriety delle due 
nature: propriety che si addizionano in un solo prosdpon rima- 
nendo sempre determinatrici delle rispettive nature ed avendo 
la loro ragione di essere dalle rispettive nature. Ma una simile 
soluzione svuota completamente di contenuto tutte le afferma- 
zioni di Nestorio circa TunitA del prosdpon del Cristo, che risul- 
terebbe un ibrido non meno mostruoso della natura che risulte- 
rebbe daU’unione naturale che Nestorio combatte. 

La ragione di questo definitive scadere della elaborazione dot- 
trinale del dogma tentata da Nestorio h da ricercarsi a nostro 
avviso proprio nella concezione cosmologica ch’egli ha della 
poiotes, delVidiotes: una concezione fenomenica e visiva^ che 
si muove esclusivamente sul concrete percepibile, nell’incapacit^ 
di distinguere e di astrarre ad un principio formale come ragione 
ultima di ogni determinazione: principio da porsi suUa linea della 
sostanza come determinative e conclusive di essa e non sulla 
linea qualificativa estrasostanziale come e invece to noidv della 
cosmogonia stoica che trova la sua ragione di essere solo in una 
concezione assolutamente panteistica ed evoluzionistica che 
ponga una massa uletica primordiale da cui tutto ha engine per 

^ Esse sono infatti per N. «forma», «immagine», tapparenzai: tutto quel 
complesso di note e quality che permettono di discemere una natura da 
un'altra ed un individuo da un altro. Tali sono quindi anche la «figura>, il 
«nome», r«onore» ove siano determinativi d’una natura reale o d’un individuo. 
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determinazione poietica, gli dei, gli uomini, il cosmo, tutti parte- 
cipanti deH’unica scNstanza, pur attraverso le molteplici artioola- 
zioni del dato qualificativo. 

Certamente Nestorio non era pari al compito che si era assunto: 
i suoi studi filosofici non ve Tayevano preparato nh Thanno mai 
assistito delle solide capacity di speculazione. Dai suoi scritti 
traspare un sincero attaccamento alia fede ed alle espressioni che 
di essa avevano formulate i Concili, le quali egli non solo ripete 
ma si sforza di penetrare. Alla dottrina di fede egli vuole rimanere 
fermamente fedele e moltiplica le sue dichiarazioni di ortodossia 
con un fervore che nulla ci autorizza a ritenere insincere^. In 
tutta la sua elaborazione dottrinale Nestorio dimostra — ed 6 
questo un suo merito indiscutibile ed il sense profondo di tutta 
la sua attivit^ — una acuta percezione della problematica che il 
memento teologico imponeva in ordine ad una esatta formula- 
zione del dogma cristologico centre quei vasti movimenti di 
pensiero le cui estreme conseguenze egli ha saputo antivedere. 
Diremmo di piii: in lui si nota lo sforzo di comprendere gli awer- 
sari e di cercare nella loro terminologia una precisa base comune 
di intesa per una esatta esposizione dottrinale*: preoccupazione 
questa che non troviamo invece presso tanti suoi avversari per 
rispetto alle formulazioni di Nestorio. Occorre dunque a nostro 
awiso, e tutta Tesposizione che egli f4 della sua dottrina ci porta 
a cio, riconoscere una reale diflerenza tra il credo di Nestorio e 
Tespressione che egli ha dato di esso; tra quello che egli tendeva 
con tutte le sue forze a dire e cio che di fatto 6 riuscito a dire. Gli 
errori che la comune sentenza gli attribuisce, non gli sono attri- 
buiti a torto, chfe la sua soluzione del dogma cristologico h chiara- 
mente ereticale. Essa b il portato logico (e Nestorio non pare ne 
abbia mai avuto coscienza chiara) della sua esplicitazione con- 
cettuale del dato di fede, dettatagli da una concezione cosmo- 


^ A proposito delPaccusa di adozionismo N. dir4 ad es.: tC'eat ainsi qu*il 
m’accuse, et sur la divinity et sur rhumanit4, que Dieu le Verbe est k la y6rit4 
chair par adh^ion. C'est 14 sa principale calomnie, au point qu’il voub faut 
ton jours oonsid^rer ~ puisque vous Stes juges en oela — que si vous me trouvez 
ce sentiment, oondamnez-moi, et moi-mSme je me oondamne. Je vous prie 
aussi d’acoepter par tradition ma oondamnation qui est juste, quand mdme 
j’aurais oombattu des milliers de fois et apport4 dee preuves pour 6tablir que 
je ne (dois) pas me servir d’tessenoei mais simplement d'«amour», et que par 
14 il est dit seigneur et Christ et Fils.i (Le Livre d'H4r. ed. cit. p. 167). 

* Le Livre d*H4r. ed. cit. p. 138. 


Digitized by 


Google 



232 


L. I. SciPiONi 


logica, pur corrente nell’ambiente in cui visse, non sufficente- 
mente approfondita nolle sue rsulici vere n^ valutata secondo la 
portata reale che essa avrebbe avuto una volta che le nozioni da 
essa detratte fossero portate ad esprimere altre verit4 che tali 
nozioni erano assolutamente inadeguate ad esprimere. 
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Quelques allusions k Melchis^dech dans I’ceuvre d’Eusibe 

de Cdsarde 


J. SiBiKELLi, Dakar 


I 

Cette notule se prox> 08 e seulement d’analyser quelques allusions 
au personnage de Melchisedech contenues dans Toeuvre d’Eusfebe 
de C^ree afin de situer dans un eclairage plus precis une for- 
mule assez deconcertante du Sermon sur la Didicace de la BaaHi- 
que de Tyr. 

On sait que le ];>ersonnage de Melchisedech, evoque seulement 
en trois passages de TEcriture^, en depit ou peut-6tre k cause de 
cette remarquable discretion, a inspire de nombreux common- 
tateurs. Plusieurs travaux, notamment ceux de G. Bardy, 
G. Wuttke, M. Simon et Kennedy*, permettent de voir plus clair 
dans la masse de ces commentaires que Ton peut repartir en 
premiere analyse par reference k deux sortes de problfemes: 
1. ceux qui concement la nature et le role du personnage de 
Melchisedech, 2. ceux qui concement la definition de I’Ordre de 
Melchisedech. 

1. Belativement au personnage, deux tendances essentielle- 
ment se font jour: ceux d’abord qui, k la suite de Justin, voient 
dans Melchisedech le Juste ou le pr^tre incirconcis. Justin le cite 
(Dial. 19) en mkme temps qu’Adam, Abel, Enoch, Lot et Noe. 
Ailleurs (Diai. 33) il le mentionne comme prfitre des incirconcis. 
TertuUien, assez semblablement, all^gue Texemple de Melchi¬ 
sedech pour prouver qu’il y avait, avant le sacerdoce levitique, 
des levites qui offraient des sacrifices k Dieu (Adv. Jvdaeoa 2). 


1 Gen^ 14,18—20; Psaume 110, 4; Epttre aux H6breux 7,1—11. 

* G. Bardy, Melchisedech dans la tradition patristique, Revue Biblique 
XXXV, 1926,496 sqq.; XXXVI, 1927,25-46; Gottfried Wuttke, Der Priester- 
k6nig von Salem, GieBen 1927; M. Simon, Melchisedech dans la poiemique 
entre Juifs et Chretiens et dans la legende. Rev. d’Hist. et de phil. rel. 17, 
1937,58—93; G. T. Kennedy, St. Paul’s conception of the Priesthood of Melchi* 
sedech, Washington 1951. 

10 Studia Patristica VI 
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Theophile d’Antioche, de manifere analogue, voit en lui le premier 
des prfitres du Trfes-Haut (ad Aviolycum II 31). En somme ces 
opinions, generalement nees de la polemique antijuive, font de 
Melchisedech un homme historiquement defini et connu, qui 
avant tout autre et notamment avant les Juifs a tenu le sacerdoce 
au nom du Trfes-Haut. 

A I’oppose, egalement ne de la polemique antijuive, du desir 
de grandir Melchisedech aux depens d’Abraham et aussi des 
speculations gnostiques, un courant de pensee fait du roi de Salem 
une puissance sumaturelle. En admettant m^me que la secte des 
Melchisedeciens n’ait pas existe avec cette denomination, on 
doit conclure d’aprfes les sevferes critiques de saint Jean Chry- 
sostome (Horn, sur Melchisidech 3) et de saint Jerome (EpUre 73) 
qu’il y avait des gens pour croire que Melchisedech etait superieur 
au Christ ou qu’il etait le Saint Esprit. Origfene lui-meme aurait 
pense, d’aprfes les affirmations categoriques de Jerdme, que 
Melchisedech 4tait un ange. M^me en negligeant ce dernier point, 
qui est douteux, on se trouve amene k supposer qu’Eusfebe n’a 
pu ignorer ces courants, lui qui 6voque au livre V 28 de VHistoire 
EccUsiastiqiie I’her^ie de Th6odote. 

2 . En ce qui conceme I’ordre de Melchisedech, la formule du 
Psaume 110 «Tu es sacrificateur pour I’eternite dans Tordre de 
Melchisedech* avait dej4 re^u dans I’Epitre aux Hebreux un 
commentaire suffisant pour incliner les ecrivains chretiens, sur- 
tout depuis saint C 3 q)rien, k definir I’ordre plutot que le person- 
nage de MelchisMech. Celui-ci, «sans pere, sans mfere, sans ge- 
nealogie, n’a ni commencement de jours, ni fin de vie; il demeure 
sacrificateur k perpetuite* (Hebr. 7, 3). Ainsi se trouve defini un 
sacerdoce qui ne s’inscrit pas dans une succession terrestre, hu- 
maine, familiale, ephemfere; en somme la figure du Sacerdoce 
exerce par le Sauveur. 

Mais ce sacerdoce nouveau n’est decrit que par rapport k 
I’ancien auquel il est superieur comme Melchisedech est superieur 
k Abraham. C’est pourquoi I’ordre de Melchisedech ne se definit 
clairement que par opposition k celui d’Aaron, sacerdoce humain, 
transmissible, ephemere. La mention de I’ordre d’Aaron a fini 
par devenir un element necessaire, quoique negatif de cette de¬ 
finition dans la mesure m§me oh la venue du Sauveur est justifies 
par rinsuffisance du sacerdoce d’Aaron. mSi la perfection avait 
ete possible par le sacerdoce levitique . . . qu’etait-il encore besoin 
qu’il parut un autre sacrificateur selon I’ordre de Melchisedech 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



Eus^be de C^sar^ et Melchis^dech 


235 


et non selon Tordre d’Aaron?» (Hebr. 7, 11). Cette opposition se 
retrouvera aussi bien chez Origfene (In Johann. I 2, 11) que chez 
Jean Chrysostome (Horn, aur VEp. aux Hibr. 8 , 6 ) ou Jerome 
(Epiat. 73). 

Chez Eus^be une douzaine de textes font mention du roi de 
Salem. La plupart d’entre eux^ figurent dans des oeuvres dont la 
composition remonte la periode comprise entre 310 et 324 en¬ 
viron. Ce thfeme a interesse Eus6be sans devenir pour lui primor¬ 
dial. On ne trouvera done pas chez lui I’equivalent d’une Homelie 
comme celle que nous devons k saint Jean Chrysostome. En revan¬ 
che ces allusions presentent quelques particularites que nous allons 
exposer en etudiant d’abord les passages oil Melchisedech est 
evoque comme personnage, puis ceux qui definissent I’ordre 
auquel il a donne son nom et enfin une formule en apparence 
originale du Discours pour la dedicace de la Basilique de Tyr. 

II 

Une premifere serie de textes se situe exactement dans la per¬ 
spective qui etait dej^t celle de Justin. II s’agit de passages tires 
de la Preparation EvangMique (Livre VII, chap. 8 et 11) et de la 
Derrumatration Evangeiique (Livre I, chap. 6 et 6). Ce groupement 
n’est pas fortuit car dans ces deux ouvrages, du reste k peu prfes 
contemporains, les chapitres dont nous parlous concernent dans 
la Preparation Evangeiique les institutions et croyances des 
Hebreux, c*est-ii-dire des anc5tres des Juifs jusqu’A Molse; dans 
la Demonatration Evang^liqWy ils veulent prouver que «La Loi 
et le genre de vie etablis par Notre Sauveur renouvellent I’an- 
cienne piete anterieure k Moise qui servit de rfegle au pieux 
Abraham et k ses anc5tres» (Dem. Ev. 1 5, 2). Les intentions 
d’Eusfebe ici sont done assez analogues k celles de Justin. Pour 
ce dernier il s’agissait de montrer que la sollicitude de Dieu allait 
dejk vers les incirconcis et Melchisedech lui etait un exemple 
parmi d’autres. Eusfebe, lui, cherche k prouver en Prepar. Ev. 
VII 8 et Dem. Ev. I 6 qu’il y avait avant Moise des hommes 
pieux et amis de Dieu; en Prepar. Ev. VII 11 et Dem. Ev. I 6 
qu’il y avait parmi les premosaiques des gens qui possedaient la 
juste notion d’un Dieu createur de toute chose. Tous deux se 
servent done de I’exemple de Melchisedech pour prouver que les 

^ Si Ton excepte deux mentions contenues dans le Contra Marcellum et 
dont Tune au moins est sans aucun int^rdt. 

!«• 
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relations entre Dieu et les hommes, quel qu’en fut le sens, n’ont 
pas ete le monopole exclusif des circoncis. 

De ce fait Melchisedech a chez Tun comme chez Tautre auteur 
un role purement humain; qu’il soit au regard de I’lm Fob jet de 
la sollicitude divine, au regard de Tautre le temoin d’une vraie et 
correcte piete, ne change rien k la conclusion: il est dans les deux 
cas considere comme un homme qui prend place, k son rang, dans 
la lignee des patriarches. Eus^be, comme Justin, est affranchi sur 
ce point de toute preoccupation gnostique et a pour Melchisedech 
les yeux, pourrait-on dire, sinon de Thistorien, du moins du chro- 
nographe; il mdle sans autre precaution le nom de Melchisedech 
k ceux d’Abel ou de Noe. Si tant est qu’Origfene ait reellement 
pense que Melchisedech etait un ange, Eus^be sur ce sujet du 
moins ne le suit aucunement. Pour lui le roi de Salem est im 
homme, historiquement defini, k sa place parmi bien d’autres, 
et qui joue tout uniment son role dans une argumentation sur- 
tout historique. Il perd, en m6me temps que sa place k I’ecart, 
un peu de cette aureole mysterieuse que lui conferaient le secret 
de ses origines, son apparition inopinee dans la vie d’Abraham 
et les proph^ies du Psaume 110. 

On pent meme dire que chez Eusebe son originalite s’estompe 
encore par rapport k la place que lui reservait Justin; il est 
loisible de le constater en confrontant les listes de patriarches que 
presentent Justin en Dial, 19 et Eusfebe dans les textes cites^. 

^ Voici la liste des patriarches mentionn^s dans les diffSrents passages uti- 


lis^s: 



Justin, Dial. 19 

Prep. Ev. VII8 

Prep. Ev. VII11 

Adam 

Enos 

Abraham 

Abel 

Enoch 

Melchisedech 

Enoch 

Noe 

Patriarches aprds Molse 

Lot 

Melchisedech 

No6 

Abraham 


Melchisedech 

Isaac 

Jacob 

Joseph 


Dem. Ev. I 5 

Dem. Ev. I 6 

Contr. Marc. 

Abraham 

Melchisedech 

Abraham 

Melchisedech 

Noe 

Isaac 

Enoch 

Enoch 

Jacob 

Noe 

Abraham 

Molse 

Job 

Joseph 

Eli 


Molse jeune 

Job 

Melchisedech 
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En eflFet Justin cherche k mettre en valeur les marques de solli- 
citude qu’ont re 9 ues de Dieu les non-circoncis. C’est pourquoi il 
cite uniquement les patriarches anterieurs k Abraham et s’il leur 
ajoute Melchisedech, bien qu’il ne soit pas de la m^me lignee, 
c’est precisement parce que celui-ci, contemporain d’Abraham, 
s’oppose plus directement k lui et lui est, par la benediction don- 
nee et par la dime re^ue, explicitement superieur. Melchisedech 
occupe chez Justin la position la plus avancee face k Abraham et 
aux gens de la circoncision qui lui succfedent. II est la dernifere 
preuve et la plus eclatante que la sollicitude du Createur ne se 
limitait pas au judaisme. Avec Eusfebe la perspective change 
considerablement puisque pour lui le judaisme ne commence 
vraiment qu’avec Moise et avec la Loi. Les Hebreux qui precedent 
Moise sont plus proches des Gentils que des Juifs si bien que la 
situation de Melchisedech perd de son originalite, de sa valeur 
strategique pourrions-nous dire. La frontifere essentielle ne passe 
plus entre Abraham et lui. Aussi, en Prip. Ev, VII 8, Melchi¬ 
sedech figure-t-il dans une m^me argumentation precisement 
aux cotes d’Abraham sur une liste homogfene qui part d’Enos 
pour arriver k Joseph. Et c’est egalement aux cotes d’Abraham 
qu’on le retrouve dans toutes les enumerations des Justes amis 
de Dieu^. I’ancienne position frontifere qu’il occupait chez 
Justin, on ne decouvre une faible trace que dans la mesure ofi en 
PrSp. Ev, VII 11, Eusebe le cite pour equilibrer le seul Abraham 
et en Dim, Ev, I 6, il le mentionne avant tons les justes pre- 
mosaiques au mepris de toute chronologie^. Et de la superiorite 
de Melchisedech sur Abraham il n’est pas non plus question, 
hormis dans le dernier passage cite qui est encore tout impregne 
de la polemique antijuive®. L’opposition s’est eflFacee devant les 
ressemblances. 

En somme Melchisedech chez Eusfebe n’est gufere plus qu’un 
personnage historique depouille m^me de sa situation historique 
privilegiee. Incorpore presque au meme rang que les autres dans 


^ Et mdme en D4m. Ev. I 6 aux c6t^8 de Moise jeune, du Moise d'avant 
la Loi. 

* La oontre-6preuve est donn^e par le Contra Marcellum II 3, 18 otl, ^nu- 
m^rant les sages d’avant I’lncamation, Eusebe apr^s avoir cit4 Abraham, 
Saiil, Jacob, Moise, Eli, ajoute, comme un repentir, Melchisedech au mepris 
encore de toute chronologie, pour que sa liste comprenne un sage non-hebreu. 

* A peine sera-t-elle evoquee en Dem. Ev. V 3 pour suivre k la lettre saint 
Paul. 
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la masse des patriarches premosaiques, aux cotes d’Abraham, 
son concurrent devenu son homologue, il voit son role devenir 
encore plus discret et sa valeur polemique s’attenuer. 

Ill 

Mais si le personnage de Melchisedech a etc reduit chez Eusfebe 
k Thumanite la plus historique, Tordre qu’instituait le roi de 
Salem demeure pour notre auteur defini avec la plus parfaite 
fidelite k la tradition inauguree par TEpitre aux H6breux. C’est 
ce que nous prouvent en premiere analyse les trois passages oil 
il aborde ce problfeme, c’est k dire le livre I de VHistoire EccU- 
siastique^, le livre IV* et le livre V* de la Demonstration Evan- 
g Clique, 

Dans les deux premiers de ces textes, Eusfebe cherche k montrer 
que le nom de Christ a ete attribue par les anciens prophfetes aux 
Souverains Pontifes, aux rois et k certains prophfetes mais que 
Notre Seigneur est le seul vrai Christ qui ne doit rien aux hommes 
et dont I’onction est divine. Dans VHistoire EccUsiastique aprfes 
avoir cite Isaie LXI 1, le Psaume XLIV 7—8 et enfin le 
Psaume 110, il commente ce dernier dans les termes suivants: 
«Ce Melchisedech est presente par les Saintes Ecritures comme 
un prfitre du Trfes-Haut qui n’a pas ete sacre par Taction des 
hommes et n’a pas obtenu le sacerdoce par voie de succession. 
C’est selon Tordre de ce patriarche et non selon celui des autres 
hommes qui n’ont re 9 u que des symboles et des figures que Notre 
Seigneur est proclame avec Tassurance d’un serment Christ et 
prStre^.» 

Le livre IV de la Dim. Ev. contient en son chapitre 15 un de- 
veloppement fort analogue au precedent dont il constitue en 
somme une amplification de grande dimension, assortie d’un 
commentaire de TEpitre aux Hebreux. Tous deux nous montrent 
en Eusfebe un scrupuleux lecteur de saint Paul suivant sans 
ecart la tradition exegetique. Enfin le troisieme passage, contenu 
comme le precedent dans la Demonstration Evangeiique, parait 
aussi traditionnel que les deux premiers. Cependant pour un 
lecteur plus attentif il revile une legere originalite qui n’etait que 


1 H. E. 13,13 - 18. 

* D6m. Ev. IV 15, 32-53. 
» mm. Ev. V 3. 

« H.E. 13, 17. 
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latente dans les deux autres. En effet ce chapitre^ constitue 
encore un commentaire du Psaume 110, mais d’un ton infiniment 
plus libre et plus personnel*, et cette impression exterieure est 
confirmee par Tanalyse du contenu qui laisse apercevoir dans 
deux directions au moins de legferes mais appreciables innova¬ 
tions. 

1. Si Ton compare ce texte aux paragraphes correspondants 
de TEpitre aux Hebreux, on disceme une nette difference d’inten- 
tion. Dans Tun et Tautre cas est soulignee Topposition entre le 
sacerdoce terrestre, humcdn et transitoire d’Aaron et le sacerdoce 
divin, spirituel et etemel de Melchisedech; mais I’Epitre aux 
Hebreux insiste surtout sur Timpuissance et la vanite de la pre¬ 
miere alliance, tandis qu’Eusebe met seulement Taccent sur la 
superiorite de I’ordre de Melchisedech par rapport k celui d’Aaron; 
il fait valoir principalement le progr^s qui marque le passage de 
ce qu’il apx>elle Tordre de Moise k celui qu’inaugure le Christ. II 
cherche surtout k souligner que de ces deux sacerdoces successifs, 
le second est superieur parce que divin. Dans cette perspective, 
tout en reprenant scrupuleusement les termes de Topposition 
esquissee dans TEpitre aux Hebreux, il associe k sa demonstration 
tine affirmation que saint Paul avait certes dejk enonc^e mais 
dans un autre passage* et de mani^re tout accessoire: le sacerdoce 
d’Aaron contient en figure le suivant; si bien que chacun des 
prfetres de Tordre de Moise devient chez Eus^be «comme en type 
et en symbole une ombre et une image du Christ^*. Nous retrou- 
vons k peu prfes les mfimes termes dans le passage cite de VHis- 
toire EccUaiastique et au livre IV de la Demonstration Evangdiqvs 
oil il ecrivait plus explicitement: «Entre autres, Moise etablit un 


1 D6m. Ev. V 3. 

* Eus^be n'y ^voque plus Tautorit^ de TEpltre aux H6breux qu’4 la fin de 
son expos4 et plut6t comme une caution que comme un guide. Et si le schema 
demeure analogue k celui du commentaire de saint Paul, une s^rie de details 
trahissent Teffort personnel: le soin extreme avec lequel ce morceau est r6dig6, 
le caract^re pour ainsi dire syst^matique de la composition, des balancements, 
des antitheses et enfin une modification notable dans la terminologie dont il 
sera question plus loin. On est mSme tente de penser que tout ce developpe- 
ment, assez Stranger au reste de Targumentation (qui vise seulement 4 prouver 
Texistence de deux seigneurs et non d’un seul), a constitu^ d’abord un ensemble 
distinct, un sermon peut-dtre, insure ici par entrainement k cause de la mention 
du Psaume 110. 

* Epitre H6br. 8, 3—6. 

« D6m.Ev. V3,13. 
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grand-prfitre qu’il sacra d’un parfum materiel et forma ainsi non 
un vrai christ et grand-pontife mais une ombre et une image de 
Christ realisant une replique du Christ et grand-pontife celeste 
Ces am^nagements, modestes sans doute, modifient n4anmoins 
sensiblement Tesprit qui presidait k Topposition traditionnelle 
entre Melchisedech et Aaron. En fait, en mSme temps que les 
differences qui les separent, le lien etroit qui les unit est mis en 
evidence et leur afiProntement n’est plus exclusif d’une certaine 
analogie. 

En eflfet Aaron et Melchisedech deviennent k des titres diflfe- 
rents figures du Christ. Mais Melchisedech Test pour la periode 
premosaique, c’est-i-dire dans Tordre d’lme religion pour ainsi 
dire naturelle et universelle. Aaron Test sous I’ordre mosaique, 
c’est-^-dire pour une religion ritualiste, limits aux seuls Juifs, 
socialisee et surtout humaine. C’est pourquoi tons deux figurent 
le Christ; mais Tim de fa 9 on pour ainsi dire immediate, pour une 
humanity qui trouve un acc^ direct k Dieu, Tautre pour une 
humanity en danger k qui Dieu a du imposer comme mesure 
conservatoire le ritualisme du culte mosaique. 

Ainsi k une opposition qui se situait sur un plan purement 
theologique semble se substituer partiellement une opposition 
deployee dans une succession historique. MelchisMech incame, 
autant qu’un ordre, une epoque: celle des premiers patriarches 
dont la piete autorisait avec Dieu des contacts directs. On dirait 
que tout naturellement Eus^be retrouve dans le sacrificateur du 
Trfes-Haut transforme en eponyme intemporel d’un ordre supe- 
rieur, les traits du Melchisedech historique qu’il avait emprunte 
k Justin, rhomme des anciens jours, des jours de vertu et de 
religion naturelle. Melchisedech devient en quelque fa 9 on le 
representant le plus qualifie d’une epoque de la piete humaine k 
laquelle il attache son nom. Un fait corrobore cette impression. 
Eus^be n’emploie plus I’expression consacree «ordre d’Aaron», 
mais il emploie les mots «ordre de Moise». Cette modification est 
significative: dans Tesprit d’Eus^be, la distinction des periodes 
historiques passe au premier plan, effa 9 ant un peu la difference 
de niveau des sacerdoces. Ordre de Moise est ime brachylogie 
pour exprimer Tidee d’un ordre de sacerdoce en vigueur durant 
la periode mosaique, c’est-A-dire durant la periode de Thistoire oil 
Dieu a confie la conservation des croyances au mosaisme. De cet 


1 D^m. Ev. IV 16, 46. 
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ordre de saoerdoce Aaron est le representant et c’est lui qui a 
maintenu le culte du Tr^-Haut, k travers mille deviations 
jusqu’4 ce que le Christ ffit amend k faire revivre avec son pouvoir 
divin et k son niveau le saoerdoce originel, naturel et universel 
de Melchisedeoh. Autant et plus que d’ordres antagonistes de 
saoerdoce il s’agit de saoerdoces successifs, adaptes k des situations 
diflFerentes. L’accent mis sur I’etalement dans le temps aboutit 
k justifier et k attenuer les differences de nature. Melchisedech 
dans la religion naturelle, Aaron sous la Loi mosaique represen- 
tent avec continuite Timage du prdtre du Trfes-Haut. 

2. La seconde innovation conceme TEucharistie et les prdtres. 
Eusdbe ecrit avec fermete en commentant le Psaume 110; dja 
realisation de TOracle saint n’est-elle pas merveilleuse pour qui 
considdre comment Notre Sauveur accomplit encore aujourd’hui 
par ses ministres k la manidre de Melchisedech ses sacrifices ter- 
restres»^. Et cette allusion k TEucharistie est encore precisee: 
♦Le premier, Notre Seigneur et Sauveur lui-m6me, ensuite tous 
les prdtres issus de lui accomplissent avec le pain et le vin le 
sacrifice qui figure le corps et le sang du Sauveur et que Melchi¬ 
sedech avait prevu par inspiration divines. 

L’idee que le sacrifice de Melchisedeoh est une figure de I’Eu- 
charistie n’a rien de neuf; on la trouvait dejk exprimee dans 
saint C 3 rprien notamment^ et dans Clement^. Mais il ne s’agit 
plus ici de conolure simplement comme saint Cyprien que le 
Christ ayant offert son corps et son sang realisait la perfection 
du Saoerdoce; avec Eus^be on arrive k Tid^ que le clerge, charge 
d’ofifrir le sacrifice de la messe, reproduit, comme ministre du 
Sauveur, le sacrifice de Melchisedech et done participe k son 
ordre. C’est ici, dejk implicitement exprimte, Tid^e que saint 
Jerome developpera quand il ecrira dans TEpitre 73* precise- 
ment consacree k Melchisedech: «Melchisedech autem, id est 
Christi et Ecclesiae (sacerdotium)...» «Le Sacerdoce de Melchi¬ 
sedech, e’est-A-dire celui du Christ et de rEglise». 

J1 est plus aise d’apprecier Taudace d’Eusfebe quand, en se 
reportant k Origfene, son maitre spirituel, on constate que celui-ci, 
fiddle aux termes de I’Epitre aux Hebreux, distinguait: 1. la 
masse de ceux qui s’occupent des choses de la vie, 2. ceux qui 

1 Ddm. Ev. V 3,18-19. 

* Epist. 63, 4. 

* Stromates IV 161, 3. 

« PL 22, ool. 678. 
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s’occupent du culte de Dieu et qui peuvent ^tre appeles levites et 
pr^tres, 3. ceux qui se distinguent et peuvent ^tre appeles grands 
pr^tres selon Tordre d’Aaron et non celui de Melchisedech. Et 
Orig^ne ajoute expressement: «Nou8 pouvons conclure que des 
hommes peuvent ^tre grands pr^tres selon Tordre d’Aaron mais 
que c’est le Christ de Dieu qui Test selon I’ordre de Melchi¬ 
sedech Dans des termes analogues, saint Jean Chrysostome 
jettera cinquante ans apr6s Eus^be la m^me exclusive*. C’est 
done de la part de notre auteur, generalement docile aux avis 
d’Orig^ne, une certaine marque d’originalite vis-4-vis d’une tra¬ 
dition bien etablie, que cette position qu’il adopte en admettant 
les ministres chretiens au benefice du patronage de Melchisedech, 
fiit-ce indirectement par le detour du sacrifice reproduit. A la 
refiexion cette demarche est, en un certain sens, complementaire 
de celle que nous avions notee plus haut et par laquelle il trans- 
formait la portee de I’opposition Melchisedech-Aaron, I’etalait 
dans le temps et, retirant k Aaron le droit de figurer I’ensemble 
des sacerdoces terrestres et humains, lui accordait seulement 
celui de representer les sacerdoces suscites par le culte mosaique. 

A la lumi^re de ces observations, nous pouvons aborder le 
dernier texte qui nous reste k analyser. 

IV 

Le livre X de VH. E. contient entre autres documents un dis¬ 
cours compose pour la dedicace de la Basilique de Tyr. On peut 
tenir pour assure, bien qu’Eusfebe ne le precise pas, qu’il est 
I’auteur de ce sermon prononce devant les fiddles de Tyr, leur 
clerg4, leur eveque* et peut-^tre I’episcopat des cites voisines. 
La date de composition ne peut §tre determinee avec certitude 
mais doit se situer entre 314 et 318^, e’est-it-dire qu’il est contem- 
porain de la redaction de la Preparation et de la Demonstration 
Evangeiiques. Mais, alors que dans les textes cites plus haut il 
pouvait s’agir de materiaux de remploi anterieurs, il est assez 
probable que dans cette oeuvre de circonstance nous trouvons ex- 
primees les idees qu’Eusfebe nourrissait k cette date sur I’Eglise. 

^ PG14, Or. IV, ool. 25 A. B. • Hom41ie sur I’Ep. aux H6breux 8,6. 

* Ceci nous est pr6cis6 en H. E. X 4, 2-4. L’identit^ de T^veque n’est pas 
donn^e mais il doit s’agir de Paulin de Tyr, ami et compagnon d’Eus^be dans 
les luttes ult^rieures. 

* Voir E. Schwartz, Introduction k I’H. E., GCS 9, 3, Leipzig 1909 et Har- 
nack, Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur II 2, 2. ed. Leipzig 1958,104. 
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Aprfes avoir rendu graces au Dieu supreme et unique (§9), 
retrace les bienfaits de la cause seconde (10—21), c’est-i-dire du 
Fils, pierre d’angle de TEglise commune k tous, et souligne 
notamment la victoire du Christianisme, Eus^be k partir du 
p€u:agraphe 23 evoque les initiatives de Paulin, puis decrit la 
Basilique k partir du paragraphe 37, en interpretant symbolique- 
ment cette description et en mettant constamment en parallfele 
Teglise, edifice materiel, et I’&me des fidfeles. Le passage qui nous 
interesse ici est situe au paragraphe 23. Void la traduction de ce 
developpement. Apr^ avoir lou6 les merveilles accomplies par le 
Verbe de Dieu et notamment le zfele de ceux qui avaient con- 
struit un temple vivant dont la pierre d’angle est le Christ, il 
ecrit: «Peut-6tre aussi est-il encore permis k un autre d’occuper 
la seconde place apr^ celui-ci, mais seulement k un seul autre 
pris parmi ses egaux, k celui qui a 4te etabli le chef de cette armee 
ici presente (que lui-m6me le premier et grand pontife a honore 
du second rang des sacerdoces. d’ici bas), au Pasteur de votre 
divin troupeau qui a obtenu la direction de votre peuple par 
I’election et le jugement du Pfere, comme s’il I’avait etabli lui- 
m^me son serviteur et son interprfete, le nouvel ^aron ou Melchi- 
sedech, rendu semblable au fils de Dieu, demeurant avec nous 
et conserve par lui pour longtemps gr&ce aux priferes communes 
de nous tous^f. 

Laissons de cote les difficultes de traduction et notamment le 
Tcov lacov tellement controverse du paragraphe 23. Ces questions 
sont secondaires par rapport au propos principal qui est le sui- 
vant: le Fils de Dieu peut seul contempler TEglise spirituelle 
qu’est Tame des fidfeles et en parler; mais aprfes lui Tevdque de la 
communaute peut le faire. En somme il s’agit d’lm pouvoir que 
Tevfique seul possfede, aprfes le Fils mais comme le Fils; et le 
paragraphe 25, qui nous montre I’evfique imitant le Fils, suffit k 
nous confirmer dans cette interpretation. VoUk dans quel con¬ 
texts Eusfebe compare emphatiquement Paulin k nun nouvel 
Aaron ou Melchisedech». C’est evidemment cette formule qui 
nous interesse ici. 

Pour apprecier avec justesse ces expressions d’Eusfebe, il nous 
faut faire d’abord trfes largement la part de I’hyperbole. Il s’agit 
d’un discours d’apparat, plein d’emphase, prononce au cours 
d’une ceremonie tr^s solennelle. Eusebe y celebre I’eloge de 


1 H. E. trad. Bardy. X 4, 23. 
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Paulin qui est peut-€tre deji son ami et qui en tout cas est I’ad- 
ministrateur d’un diocese voisin; et Torateur ne menage pas les 
comparaisons grandioses; il appelle Paulin Salomon^, Beseleel* 
et Zorobabel*. II faut se rappeler encore que, dans des ecrits sans 
doute plus familiers mais avec d’analogues hyperboles, Basile de 
Cesaree par exemple traite ses correspondants de Samuel ou de 
Laban. Et par consequent il serait assez maladroit de tirer de 
trop graves conclusions d’un texte ou le desir de magnifier pre- 
vaut sur le souci d’exactitude. Mais il n’est pas sans interet 
justement, une fois ces precautions prises, d’apprecier la marge 
qui separe la pensee theologique rigoureuse, exprimee dans les 
exemples que nous avons cites, et le langage des festivites, refiet 
assez fiddle de la conscience courante et de la mentalite quoti> 
dienne. Essayons done de degager les sentiments que trahit chez 
notre auteur I’emploi de cette formule emphatique. L’expression 
«Aaron ou Melchisedech» heurte sur deux points les emplois 
traditionnels tels que nous les trouvions attestes dans le reste 
de I’oeuvre. D’une part Paulin est compare k Melchisedech qui 
n’est en principe figure que du Christ. D’autre part Eusfebe 
semble admettre ici une equivalence choquante entre Aaron ou 
Melchisedech qui sont partout ailleurs opposes. 

1 . Sur le premier point nous avions dej4 vu Eusfebe prfet k 
admettre que les ministres du christianisme en reproduisant le 
sacrifice du Sauveur reproduisaient le sacrifice figure de Melchi¬ 
sedech. Eus^be ne fait ici que reprendre dans une formule plus 
directe une id^ analogue. Et I’emphase du discours ne doit pas 
nous dissimuler la hardiesse de I’expression: Paulin, 4v6que en 
exercice et present k la ceremonie, est compare tout simplement 

ce personnage mysterieux de la Bible, tellement venere qu’Ori- 
gfene avait fait de lui un ange et que d’autres le pla 9 aient plus 
haut que Jesus-Christ. De fait Valois, editeur averti de VHistaire 
EccUaiastiqtie, s’en etonne diserfetement en ecrivant: ^uFatendum 
est tamen Eusebium nimis hie tribuisse Paulino dum ei to. laa^ xd 
Sevregela, tamquam aeqvjali et coUegae Christi adscribit, dum 
Melchisedech vocatt^^. Comparer Paulin k Melchisedech e’est en 
efiFet le rapprocher outre mesure du Christ, mdme si Ton entend 
maintenir par ailleurs une subordination. 

^ Ibid. par. 3. 

* Ibid. par. 25. 

* Ibid. par. 3. 

^ PG 20, col. 858, n. 13. 
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Car Eus^be n’a pas simplement k Tesprit Timage du patriarohe 
juste et pieux, contemporain d’Abraham, quand il prononce le 
nom de Melchisedech; le contexte prouve amplement qu’il songe 
au Melchisedech de I’Epitre aux Hebreux, image du Christ; en 
eflfet il cite les noms d’Aaron et de Melchisedech non point dans 
I’ordre chronologique, mais dans Tordre d’accomplissement des 
sacerdoces correspondants; et il fait suivre le nom de Melchi¬ 
sedech de la qualification qui lui est devenue traditionnelle 
depuis saint Paul. Par cette comparaison il songe done mani- 
festement k montrer en Paulin non pas simplement un juste selon 
la loi naturelle mais une image du Sauveur; et ceci nous est con- 
firme dans la mesure oil plus loin, au paragraphs 25, il nous pre¬ 
sents Paulin executant <(ce qu’il voit faire au Christ comme s’il 
reproduisait Timage de modules et d’archetypes»^. Pour lui, 
Paulin est done un Melchisedech dans la mesure oil il est aussi 
une image du Christ; la seule difference est que Melchisedech en 
ctait une prefiguration, Paulin en est le reflet par une imitation 
volontaire et par I’exercice m6me de son ministfere. 

Il est assez clair en outre qu’il ne s’agit pas du seul Paulin, 
mais k travers lui de la function episcopale. Ce sont les pouvoirs 
des evfiques sur leur communaute qu’Eus^be essaie de legitimer 
et de celebrer dans ce passage. C’est en tant qu’evfique que Paulin 
est un nouveau Melchisedech et c’est done au fond I’episcopat 
tout entier qu’Eusfebe range sous le patronage de Melchisedech. 
La distinction origenienne entre les grands pontifes qui sont de 
Tordre d’Aaron et le Sauveur qui seul est de I’ordre de Melchi¬ 
sedech tend it s’evanouir. L’ev5que, reflet terrestre du Sauveur 
qu’il cherche it imiter, est par I’exercice de son ministdre admis 
dans I’ordre du roi de Salem. 

2 . Dka lors s’explique beaucoup mieux cette sorte d’equi- 
valence presque choquante qu’Eusdbe etablit entre Aaron et 
Melchisedech. Alors qu’ailleurs il reproduit lui-mfime avec une 
relative fidelite, tout au moins litterale, I’opposition traditionnelle 
entre les ordres que representent les deux hommes, ici il les 
associe dans une m5me comparaison; c’est done qu’il ne garde 
pr^ent it I’esprit que le caractfere commun des deux ordres qui 
est de representer dans chaque cas un sacerdoce eminent. Aaron 
comme Melchisedech repr^ente I’ordre des grands pontifes et, 
s’il etait viaiment attentatoire d’unir leur nom quand Melchi- 


1 H. E. X 4, 26. 
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s^ech etait la prefiguration du seul Christ, il devient presque 
nature! de le faire quand le nom de Melchisedech peut servir 4 
celebrer la dignite de I’episcopat chretien. 

Dans cette formule, Aaron et Melchisedech n’incament plus 
deux ordres de sacerdoces, Tun terrestre, I’autre humain, en 
opposition Tun avec I’autre, mais plutot la continuite du ponti- 
ficat supreme k travers les diflferentes etapes de I’histoire: la loi 
naturelle, la loi mosaique et TEvangile. C’est pourquoi loin de se 
toumer le dos ils sont maintenant reconcilies et paraissent as¬ 
surer comme une permanence qui prepare les voies k Paulin et 
4 I’episcopat chretien. C’est dans cette perspective qu’Aaron est 
releve de sa penitence. Et Ton est tente de songer aux propos de 
Napol^n revendiquant I’heritage de tous les gouvemements 
fran 9 ais depuis la monarchie jusqu’au comite de Salut Public. 
Eusfebe met I’aecent sur une forme de solidarite et Ton pourrait 
en earicaturant avancer que pour lui I’equivalence des functions 
semble primer la difference des ordres. 

II convient sans doute de ne pas surestimer I’importance d’une 
question qui peut paraitre de pure phraseologie, mais la phra- 
swlogie officielle peut §tre aussi rdvelatrice d’une mentalite que 
les demarches scrupuleuses de I’exeg^te; et I’emploi d’une telle 
formule, 4 sa mani^re audacieuse, est dans un rapport trop 
direct avec I’environnement historique pour 6tre fortuit. Nous 
nous trouvons en efifet au lendemain de la victoire de I’Eglise qui 
s’organise avec eclat au sein des cites. La puissance de I’evSque 
n’est plus cette autorite surtout morale exercee sur une commu- 
naute en lutte, mais un pouvoir de plus en plus officiel, entoure 
des prestiges et des honneurs de la respectabilite sociale, qui 
s’etend et se fortifie 4 I’instar de celui des fonctionnaires impe- 
riaux. Le developpement des institutions, installations et edifices 
dependant de ces communautes ne devait pas manquer de re- 
hausser le prestige de I’evAque qui en avait I’initiative ou en 
recueillait le merite. Ne nous etonnons pas que dans une cere- 
monie comme celle de la dedicace de la Basilique de Tyr, au 
milieu de cette liesse et de cette pompe, soit celebre I’eloge de 
I’evfique organisateur et en mfime temps affirmee I’autoritc de la 
function episcopale en elle-mfime. 

II est naturel que dans la joie de la victoire, dans la legitime 
exaltation que procurent le bonheur de I’oeuvre accomplie et la 
noble ambition des entreprises 4 realiser, un certain esprit de 
corps ait developpe sa propre doctrine en bousculant parfois et 
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en gauchissant les fontiules par ailleurs interpretees dans le plus 
grand respect de la tradition. L’episcopat garantit son autorite 
4 travers le personnage de Melchisedeoh par Taffirmation d’une 
double solidarite: dans Teohelle des valours spirituelles, solidarite 
avec I’ordre de sacerdoce supreme, celui du Christ represente par 
Melchisedeoh; dans le temps de Thistoire, solidarite avec les 
grands-pontificats des grandes periodes successives et 14 encore 
Melchisedeoh represente le premier maillon. De cette tendance 
latente nous trouvons un exemple plus eclatant encore que 
relfeve M. Simon dans Tecrit athanasien du si&cle Sur 

Melchiaidech (PG 28, 623). Le roi de Salem y est represente 
comme une sorte de chef de TEglise; et Abraham et ses com- 
pagnons qui communient sous sa direction sont au nombre de 
318 comme les p6res de Nicee; c’est la premifere reunion de 
TEpiscopat dont Melchisedeoh devient comme le patron ^ 

En somme les phrases d’Eusfebe sont comme un discret temoi- 
gnage dans une evolution que M. Simon a excellemment definie: 
«A mesure que I’Eglise s’achemine vers les formes definitives d’un 
sacerdotalisme ritualiste, Melchisedeoh se detache de la polemi- 
que . . . il est, si Ton peut dire, le lieu id6al oil convergent toutes 
les figures sacerdotales ou con 9 ues comme telles de I’Ancienne et 
de la Nouvelle Alliance, il est le Sacerdoce». Ne voyons dans la 
pensee d’Eus6be ni confusion, ni duplioite. Sa refiexion theologi- 
que, relativement au personnage de Melchisedeoh, aprfes avoir 
subi une ind^niable mais modeste Evolution, se prolonge ici, dans 
Texaltation momentanee du triomphe et de ses legitimes espe- 
rances, par une formulation audacieuse mais sans lendemain dans 
son oeuvre, ou se trahit, avec une peu de vanite episcopale peut- 
etre, une prise de conscience qui interesse en lui rhistorien, le 
theologien et le pasteur: la certitude que I’histoire a assure dans 
line lente continuity et 4 travers des formes diverses le maintien 
et le succ^s de la vraie religion. 

^ De 8on cdty Aaron ne deviendra-t>il pas chez Cyrille d'Alexandrie, quel- 
que cent ans plus tard, le type de J^sus-Christ, oependant que son sacerdoce 
sera reconnu comme un authentique sacerdoce en esprit et en yyrity. 


Digitized by 


Google 



John Damascene’s “Infinite Sea of Essence” 


L. SwsxKEY S. J., Saint Louis 


“What title be^t fits God?” asks John iDamascene in Book 
One of his Expositio de Fide Orthodoxa^. “T\at of He Who Is,” 
his answer runs, “as God Himself indicated, for when conversing 
with Moses on the mountain, He said: 'Say to the children of 
Israel: He Who Is as sent me.’ For, like some infinite and in- 


^ In M. Lequien*% nghteenth-century edition and translation (which is 
reprinted in Migne, Patrologia Graeca 94—96), Expositio de Fide Orthodoxs 
is the title for the third and last part of John’s yvioaetog or Fons Scientiae. 

This three-fold division (Dialectica, De Haeresibus and De Fide Orthodoxs) 
has no basis in the MSS, with most having only Dialectica and De Fide Ortho- 
doxa. For this and other textual information, see Basilius Studer, Die theo- 
logische Arbeitsweise des Johannes von Damaskus [hereafter referred to as 
Studer], Ettal: Buch-Kunstverlag, 1956, p. 17sq.; D. Stiefenhofer, Dee 
Heiligen Johannes von Damaskus genaueDarlegung des Orthodoxen Glaubens, 
Miinchen: Verlag Josef Kdsel & Friedrich Pustet, 1923, p. xi sq.; J. M. Hoeck, 
Stand und Aufgaben des Damaskenos-Forschung”, Orientalia Christiana 
Periodica, 17, 1951, 5—60. 

For recent editions of the medieval translation, see St. John Damascene, 
Dialectica: Version of Robert Grosseteste [hereafter referred to as Grosse¬ 
teste], Vol. 6 of Franciscan Institute Publications (Text Series), ed. Owen 
A. Colligan O. F. M., St. Bonaventure, N. Y.: Franciscan Institute, 1953; 
Saint John Damascene, De Fide Orthodoxa: Versions of Burgundio and Cer- 
banus [hereafter referred to as Burgundio], Vol. 8 of Franciscan Institute 
Publications (Text Series), ed. Eligius M. Buytaert O. F. M., St. Bonaventure, 
N. Y.: Franciscan Institute, 1955. A critical edition of the Greek text is being 
worked upon at the Byzantine Institute of the Benedictine Abbey of Scheyem 
in Bavaria (see J. M. Hoeck, op. cit., p. 5). 

In the present paper we shall use the Greek text edited by M. Lequien and 
reprinted by Migne, PG 94—96. We shall also use Lequien’s Latin translation, 
printed in the same volumes of Migne, as well as Burgundio’s, edited by 
Buytaert (see preceding paragraph), for De Fide Orthodoxa. We shall fre¬ 
quently refer to Frederic H. Chase’s generally fine English translation — see 
Saint John of Damascus, Writings [hereafter referred to as Chase], transl. 
Frederic H. Chase, Vol. 37 of Fathers of the Church, New York: Fathers of the 
Church, Inc., 1958. 
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determinate sea of essence, He has and contains within Himself 
all beings^.” 

Such is his reply and, if we discount as an interpolation the 
next sentence of the text as found in Migne, which counsels fol¬ 
lowing Dionysius’s lead so as to establish the priority of good over 
being John immediately passes on to discuss the second best 
name and remains silent on what an “infinite and indeterminate 
sea of being” might mean. 

That enigmatic phrase of Damascene (d. ca. 750)^ provides the 
topic for the present paper. Why is God termed “an infinite, 
indeterminate sea o^ essence?” What do apHroa and aoristos 
there indicate? 


Difficvlties Encountered 

These latter questions are not easy to handle because of John’s 
very silence. Within the pages oiFons Scientiae he speaks of God 
as infinite in at least fifteen passages^, in soi > of which he un- 

^ De Fide Orthodoxa I 9, PG 94, 836 B; Burgundio, p. 48,1. 13 sq.; Chase, 
p. 189. The crucial lines of the text are: 'OAoi^ yog h iavr^ avXXapwv ix^t t6 
elvaiy ol6v ri oialag dneiQOv xai ddgicnop. 

Damascene’s sources for this paragraph: Pseudo-C 3 rril, De Trinitate c. 11, 
PG 77,1145B; Gregory Nazianzus, Oratio 38, 7, PG 36, 317 B. For this latter 
author, infinity seems to be 83 aionymou 8 with eternity and incomprehensibi¬ 
lity, as the sentence immediately preceding the borrowed text shows. See also 
Gregory Nazianzus, Oratio 45, 3, PG 36, 6250, where the text is found again. 

The first mentioned source is anonymous. It is included by Migne among 
the writings of C 3 rril of Alexandria but was written ca. 700. It may possibly 
have been written by Damascene himself as the initial draft of his De Fide 
Orthodoxa. See Studer, p. 24, n. 84. Also see J. de Guibert, «Une source de 
S. Jean Damascene ‘De Fide orthodoxa’*, Recherches de science religieuse 3, 
1912, 358—359 for an analysis of its contents; 360 sq. for a comparison of 
Doctrina Patrum [an anonymous Greek florilegium of the seventh and eighth 
centuries — see below, p. 250, n. 2], De Trinitate and De Fide Orthodoxa. 

* Such is the advice of X. le Bachelet, «Dieu (sa nature d’aprds les Peres)*, 
Dictionnaire de th^ologie catholique IV 1, col. 1129. Also see Migne, PG 94, 
836A, note 31. 

* For biographical information on Damascene, see M. Jugie, «Jean Da¬ 
mascene (Saint)*, Dictionnaire de theologie catholique VIII1, cols. 693—696; 
J. M. Hoeck, op. cit., pp. 6—13; Studer, p. 7 sq.; Chase, pp. v—xviii. 

^ His other works contain at least fourteen passages on divine infinity. 
These are listed and analyzed in L. Sweeney S. J., “John Damascene and 
Divine Infinity,” New Scholasticism 35, 1961, 81—83. 

On the general problem of divine infinity, see £. Gilson, «L’infinit4 divine 
chez saint Augustin*, Augustinus Magister, Paris: £tudes Augustiniennes 
1954, 1,569; L. Sweeney, S. J., “Divine Infinity: 1150—1250,” Modem 

17 Studi* Patristica VI 
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folds the meaning of the term rather clearly and with some 
detail^. 

But in others he is non-committal inasmuch as he gives little or 
no explicit indication of what he means. Among these latter are 
professions of faith, where without comment John lists attri¬ 
butes of the God in Whom he believes. “We both know and con¬ 
fess that God is . . . eternal and everlasting, uncreated, unchange¬ 
able, inalterable, simple, uncompounded, incorporeal, invisible, 
impalpable, uncircumscribed, infinite (&jieiQo<;)^ inconceivable, 
uncontained, incomprehensible, good In another text 

he uses infinity to help establish a further divine attribute. “Is 
God incorporeal?** he asks in chapter four. “Evidently yes, for 
how can that be a body which is infinite and indeterminate (to 
dneiQov xal dSQicruov)^ formless, impalpable, invisible, simple and 
incomposite®?** In still other texts John joins the adjective 
directly to nouns. Who can sufficiently admire, he asks, “the infi¬ 
nite and incomprehensible wisdom** (TTjv SneigSv re xal dxardXrjn- 
Tov aoiplav) of Him Who created heaven and earth^? 

Obviously the phrase Under discussion occurs in a non-com¬ 
mittal text of this last sort, since infinity is immediately joined 
to a noun (“like an infinite and indeterminate sea of essence”) 
and this, without our author*s clarifying its meaning. 

Sohoolman 35, 1957, 3S—51; idem, **Some Mediaeval Opponents of Divine 
Infinity*’, Mediaeval Studies 19, 1957, 233—245. For a brief analysis of Augu¬ 
stine’s position, see idem, ’’Lombard, Augustine and Infinity,” Manuscripta 2, 
1958, 24—40. For Plotinus’s position, see idem, “Infinity in Plotinus,” Gre- 
gorianum 38, 1957, 515—535 and 713—732; idem, “Plotinus Revisited,” ibid., 
40, 1959, 327—331. For a difierent interpretation, see W. Norris Clarke S. J., 
“Infinity in Plotinus: a Reply,” ibid., 40, 1969, 75—98. 

^ These are discussed below, p. 258 sq. Also see L. Sweeney S. J., “John 
Damascene and Divine Infinity”, pp. 91—102. 

* De Fide Orthodoxa 12, PG 94, 792C; Burgundio, p. 14, 1.14; Chase, 
p. 167. Sources: Pseudo-C}^!!, De Trinitate c. 1, PG 77, 1120A; Doctrina 
Patrum de Incamatione Verbi: Bin griechisches Florilegium aus der Wende 
des siebenten und achten Jahrhunderts. Ed. F. Diekamp, Munster in West!.: 
Aschendorffsche Verlagbuchhandlung, 1907, C. 1, sect. 19, p. 8, 1.1 sq. 

Also see De Fide Orthodoxa I 8, PG 94,808 C; Burgundio, p. 28,1. 3; Chase, 
p. 176. Sources: Pseudo-Cyril, De Trin. c. 7, PG 77,1120D. Also De Fide 114, 
PG 94, 860A; Burgundio, p. 63,1. 3; Chase, p. 201. 

* De Fide 14, PG 94, 797B; Burgundio, p. 19,1. 5; Chase, p. 170. Sources: 
Pseudo-Cyril, De Trin. c. 3, PG 77, 1124A; Gregory Nazianzus, Oratio 28, 7, 
PG 36,33 B. Gregory is also non-committal about the meaning of infinity in this 
passage. 

* De Fide II10, PG 94, 909C; Burgundio, c. 24, p. 106; Chase, p. 230. 
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This lack of clarification, then, is the first difficulty encountered 
in handling the present topic. 

A second obstacle arises in that the very wording of the phrase 
almost automatically suggests a possibly misleading and erro¬ 
neous interpretation — that the divine reality itself is infinite. 
This interpretation is almost automatic because what has become 
the traditional and Christian notion of divine infinity as a direct 
attribute of God Himself has so permeated the minds and hearts 
of some scholars that whenever any author describes God as 
infinite (whether in power or in wisdom or in duration or even 
because nonbeing), they are prone automatically to read the text 
as affirming the divine reality itself to be infinite ^ Confronted 
with the current text from Damascene, such exegetes most likely 
would unhesitatingly avow that the words obviously mean what 
they seem almost to state: the divine essence is itself infinite and 
indeterminate. 

But this interpretation, I submit, may be erroneous and others 
are possible and even much more probable, as can perhaps be 
easily seen if we briefly sample the history of divine infinity. 

Historical Fcu^ 

First of all, there have actually been authors much more ready 
to describe the divine reality as finite than infinite, which they 
reserve merely to depict Grod’s relations with creatures. Take, 
for instance, a pagan Greek author who antedates Damascene by 
almost three centuries. “Is the One infinite?” asks Proclus 
(d. 486). No, He is above both finitude and infinitude or, if you 
insist. He is finite rather than infinite. Whenever a question of 
opposite terms arises, he explains, we should apply neither to 
the One or, at most, only the better of the pair. For instance, 
“one-many” and “cause-effect” are such opposites. We may say 
that the One is beyond oneness and multiplicity and beyond 
cause and effect, or that He is one or a cause, but never that He 
is many or an effect. Similarly as regards “limit-infinity”: we 
may say that the One is above both limit and infinity or that He 
is limit (since in Plato’s Laws God is called “measure” as deter¬ 
mining the being, power and perfection of all). But we may not 

^ This tendency would, I suggest, be non-existent or at least minimal in a 
different milieu — for example, back in the times of Plato and Aristotle or, 
even, of Plotinus. 

17 * 
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affirm that He is infinite — except only in the sense that He is 
“beyond limit” as that which measures others without needing 
any measure for itself except itself and, thus, as that which is 
unencompassed by a cause, by time, or by any of its inferiors^. 

Here, then, is one who prefers to call God Himself finite, Whom 
he refuses to call infinite except as transcending all else. 

Another such is a Christian theologian who comes five centuries 
after Damascene. “Is God infinite?” asks St. Albert the Great. 
Yes, because He is not contained by place, by time or by any 
created intellect. He does, though, comprehend Himself through 
the actual identity between Himself as knower and as known 
and, thus. He is finite with respect to Himself (unde sibi non est 
infinitua)^. In fact, he continues, one may never make God 
infinite in such a way as to deny that He is Himself finis. Rather 
with reference to the determination found in a finiSy God is the 
most finite of all both in power and in whatever else He is (sed 
potius finitione qua finis dicitur finituSy finitissimus omnium 
Deus et potentia sua et quidquid ipse est)^. 

^ Proclus, In Platonis Parmenidem Commentaria, ed. Victor Cousin, 
Paris: Aug. Durand, 1864, ool. 1123, 1. 33 to col. 1124, 1. 27. See the entire 
section beginning with col. 1118. But see below, p. 263, n. 1. 

* Albert, In I Sent., d. 43, C, a. 1, sol. (Borgnet ed., XXV, 378—379): 
[Infinitum] dicitur enim negativcy ut dicat ur nonfinitum. Et sic diximus supra 
quod si vis fiat in verho, Deus est infinitumy id est, nonfinitum; et pwnctum est 
infinitum et forma et locus et omrye iUud quod est finis et nuUo modo finitur; 
tamen aliter Deus quam alia: quoniam Deus non finitur triplicitery scilicet intd- 
lectu diffinientey cujus est diffinirsy eo quod circumspicit totam rem per terminos 
essentiae ret. Et sic solus Deus finit se, quia suum intdlectum nihil sui lately et sic 
comprehendit se Deus, quia aliter suus inteUectus esset minor quam ipse; unde 
sibi non est infinitus. Hoc modo autem non finitur ah aliquo alio inteUectUy nec 
locoy quantumcumque sit in expansio sive re sive intdlectu: etiamsi ponantur 
multi mundi quotcumqucy non finitur illis DeuSy sed magis finit et continety ut 
supra dictum est. Nec tempore finitury quia nunc suae aetemitatis durando «c- 
ceUit tempus ante et post. 

See also d. 9, K, a. 18, sol., p. 299: Unde nuUo modo est ibi infinitum sic 
acceptumy nisi hoc modo quo supra dictum esty qtu)d infinitum est non finitum vd 
mensuratum temporSy loco vd potestate compreheudentis inteUectus ... Licet ipse 
sibifinitus sit, tamen non finitur ad aliquid creatumy cum semper sit non indusus 
sed extra incomparabiliter. For a competent interpretation of Albert’s text, 
see Francis J. Catania, “Divine Infinity According to Albert the Great’s 
Commentary on Lombard’s Sentences’’, Unpublished Pb. D. Dissertation. 
Department of Philosophy, St. Louis University, 1959, pp. 161—167. 

^ In I Sent., d. 43, C, a. 1 ad 1, p. 379. See Catania, op. cit., p. 209 sq. Also 
see L. Sweeney S. J., “Some Mediaeval Opponents’’, pp. 244—245 and 
notes 37—40. 
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Moreover, some authors have actually stated that the divine 
essence is infinite and yet did not intend such infinity as its direct 
attribute. “Is the divine essence infinite?” asks the author of the 
Summa Theologica erroneously ascribed to Alexander of Hales. 
After having answered affirmatively, our author then practically 
equates such infinity in one of its meanings with mere omni¬ 
presence. If we understand “infinite” in contrast with “finite,” 
he explicates, then an item is the latter whenever it is present 
in so many places that it cannot be in more. But the divine 
essence is within all existents and yet it would be present 
even to infinitely more should these actually exist. Hence, 
the divine essence is infinite^. Manifestly, only the exi¬ 
stents within which God is potentially present are direct¬ 
ly classifiable as infinite, and infinity belongs to the divine 
essence only in reference to them and, thus, through what 
might be termed “extrinsic denomination.” Although predi¬ 
cated of God Himself, infinity here is not His immediate 


Albert seems to be aware of Proclus's position that God is above both infi¬ 
nity and infinitude. See In I Sent., d. 9, K, a. 18, sol., p. 299; Ista quaestio 
[an generaiio Filii a Patre sit finila vel infinita] in divinis non habet locum^ 
quia net ibi estfinitum nec infinitum ; Liber de Causis et Processu Universitatis, 
II, tr. 3, c. 4 (Borgnet ed., X, 555): 8i proprie loqui veUemiLs, est supra finitum 
et supra infinitum omnia exceUens. Like Proclus he also affirms that finis rather 
than infinitus may be predicated of God because it is the more perfect. See 
In I Sent., d. 43, C, a. 1, sed contra 5, p. 378: Item, nobilius est semper Deo 
attribuendum; finis autem nobilior est; ergo melius est ut sua potentia dicatur 
finis quam ut dicatur infinita. 

^ Alexandri de Hales Summa Theologica, Pars I, c. 1, sol. (Quaracchi ed., 
no. 34, p. 56): Sedtameninfinitumdicitur tripliciter: scilicet negative, privative, 
contrarie sive disparate. . . . Infinitum conlrarie est quod habet conXrariam dis- 
positionem sive disparatam ad finiendum. .. . Similiter si dicatur infinitum 
disparate, sic adhuc est infinita, quia habet disparatam dispositionem respectu 
finitatis: dicimus enim aliquid finitum, cum in tot est quod non potest esse in 
plura. In Deo autem est dispositio disparata respectu huius, quae est quod divina 
essentia est in omnibus et extra omnia, et adhuc, si essent infinita, impleret ilia. 
See ibid.. Contra “b”, p. 55: Dicimus quod se extendit divina essentia in omni 
esse rerum, sicut sua potentia in omni posse; sed hoc modo essentia est infinita. — 
Probatio quia potentia eius est infinita: quia non est in tot nec potest esse in tot 
quin adhuc posset esse in plura; ergo, si similiter non est dicere de divina essentia 
quod ita sit in essentiis rerum nec possit esse quin adhuc possit esse in pluribus, 
constat quod ipsa est infinita. Also ibid., Contra “d”: Deus est uhique, nec tantum 
potest cogitari ubi sit quin adhuc possit did quod ultra sit. Sicui ergo corpus dice- 
retur infinitum quod totum mundum repleret et ultra, si essent mundi infiniti, 
ita divina essentia debei did infinita. Also see ibid.. Contra “c”. 
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attribute and is synonymous with omnipresence or, better, 
“infini-presence” 

What is more, one author for whom infinity is unmistakably 
an attribute directly predicable of the divine essence itself bases 
his position upon a highly developed metaphysics of matter and 
potency. “Is the divine being infinite?” asks Thomas Aquinas*. 

^ I am not den 3 ring that perhaps Pseudo-Alexander may also have had an 
infinity which is a direct attribute of the divine essence (although his expla¬ 
nation is ambiguous). See Alexandri de Hales Summa Theologica, sol., p. 56: 
Sed tamen infinitum dicitur tripliciter: scilicet negative, privative, contrarie sive 
disparate. Infinitum negaXivt dicitur per abnegationem finis, et sic dicitur in¬ 
finitum idem quod non finitum, et hoc modo infinitum est quod non est natum 
finiri, ... Primo modo divina essentia est infinita, quia non hahet finem sed est 
finiens omnia: neque enim est nata finiri. 

Rather, my point is this. In his position one sort of infinity explicitly linked 
with God*8 essence turns out to be s 3 monymou 8 with mere omnipresence and, 
thus, is a direct attribute of the creatures to which He is present. Therefore, 
his text is a concrete proof that the mere expression, * Infinite essence*’, should 
not automatically be taken to mean the essence itself is infinite. The phrase 
alone is not sufficient evidence in Pseudo-Alexander or in any other author 
that infinity is an immediate property of God’s very being unless it is comple¬ 
mented by explicit texts to that effect. 

* Some evidence exists that Richard Fishacre (d. 1248) may be another 
such author inasmuch as he seems to state that God Himself is infinite as a 
substance completely free from matter and its limiting determination: Patet 
quod [Deus] est infinitus virtualiter, , , quia in infinitum elongatus est ab impedi- 
mentis et materia, cum sit substantia omnino separata (Commentarium in 
Librum I Sententiarum, d. 2, c. 1, sol., q. 3, Ermatinger ed.. Modem School¬ 
man 35, 1958, 227, lines 328—331). Yet his relevant statements so far dis¬ 
covered are perhaps too few to give certitude on this point. For an analysis of 
his doctrine, see L. Sweeney S. J. and Charles J. Ermatinger, “Divine Infinity 
According to Richard Fishacre”, Modem Schoolman 35, 1958, 191—212. 

Is St. Bona venture also such an author 7 Certainly he explicitly faces the pro¬ 
blem of whether the divine essence is infinite and answers affirmatively. See 
Commentarium In I Libmm Sententiamm Magistri Petri Lombardi, d. 43, a. 
unicus, q. 2: trum ipsa essentia divina sit infinita sicut potentia (Quaracchi Minor 
ed., p. 608); Quaestiones Disputatae de Mysterio Trinitatis, q. 4, a. 1: Utrum 
divinum esse sit infinitissimum (Vol. V of Opera Omnia, Quaracchi edition). 

Previously such an affirmative answer was sufficient indication that an 
author made infinity a characteristic of the divine being itself. See L. Sweeney 
S. J., “Infinity in Plotinus”, p. 515, n. 2. But my experience with Pseudo- 
Alexander of Hales (see above, p. 253, n. 1) has shown the inadequacy of such 
evidence. Since, then, no detailed investigation of Bonaventure’s texts has yet 
been made, no verdict on Bonaventure’s position can be given until later. 

I must confess that I am beginning to suspect that a more careful reading 
of texts in Thomas Aquinas’s contemporaries may indicate that this doctrine 
of divine infinity as an attribute of the essence itself is perhaps a more personal 
achievement of his than I formerly realized. 
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Yes, because it is absolute, has no recipient but is entirely subsi- 
stent. But whatever is received in another is thereby determined 
and limited. Therefore, the divine being is itself completely in¬ 
finite because it is itself totally without the limiting determination 
of any recipient, and infinite too is His essence, goodness, power 
and every other attribute, all of which are actually identical with 
the divine being 

In this explanation, then, infinitude is indubitably a direct 
property of God’s very essence because this latter is entirely sub- 
sistent and, thus, free from all confining determination of matter 
and of potency. Seemingly, though, this position necessarily 
presupposes at least two basic ontological realizations, of which 
the first is that matter and, in general, any sort of potency are 
real constituents of created existents. Secondly, such constituents 
exercise their own brand of determination within an existent: 
just as form and, in general, any Act determine their recipients 
by conferring perfection, so too matter and potency in their own 
way determine by limiting the form and act they receive*. If an 
author has developed this two-fold metaphysical awareness, then 
by excluding from the divine essence matter and all potency, 
together with their concomitant determining limitation, he can 
simultaneously declare God’s very being to be itself infinite. If 
not, this declaration seems impossible*. 

^ In I Sent., d. 43, q. 1, a. 1, sol. (Mandonnet ed., p. 1003): Et ideo iUud 
quod habei esse absolutum et nuUo modo receptum in cdiquo, xmmo ipsemet est 
suum esse, iUud est infinitum simpliciter; et ideo essentia ejus infinita est, et 
bonitas ejus, et quidquid aliud de eo dicitur; quia nihil eorum limitatur ad aliquid, 
sicut quod recipitur in aliquo limitatur ad capaeitatem ejus. Et ex hoc quod 
tssenHia est infinita, sequitur quod potentia ejus infinita sit. 

That Thomas continues to give the same answer in his late writings, see 
S. T., 1 7,1 resp. (Leonine manual ed., p. 32); III 10, 3 ad 1, p. 87. 

* See L. Sweeney S. J., “Divine Infinity: 1160—1250”, pp. 48—61; idem, 
“Infinity in Plotinus”, pp. 731—732. 

* One should note that I do not necessarily mean that Thomas’s theory of 
divine infinity is alone correct or even best. Such considerations are beside 
the point. 

What is relevant, though, is that he is one for whom infinity is indisputably 
linked with €h>d’s being because of this latter’s freedom from the determining 
limitation of matter and of all potency. Perhaps later on parallel connections 
of divine infinity and being, based upon different metaphysical insights, will 
be discovered in other authors. If so, one will have to re-read and perhaps re¬ 
interpret previously analyzed writers. But up to this time no such positions 
have come to light and, actually, seem impossible on the theoretical level. 
How else can the divine reality itself be infinite except in terms of that very 
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Such, then, are historical facts counseling caution when one 
interprets Damascene’s dictum in chapter nine. For some writers 
(Proclus, Albert) finitude is preferable to infinity, which is ap¬ 
proved only when God is seen in relation to creatures. For still 
others (Pseudo-Alexander of Hales) an infinity of divine essence 
is coterminous merely with omnipresence or infini-presence. 
Lastly, for Aquinas infinity is directly predicable of God’s very 
being but demands a previous commitment to a rather highly 
refined position on matter and potency. 

Although the third fact is most relevant to our paper, still the 
other two also have exegetical value. The first is a general re¬ 
minder that divine being and infinity need not be inseparable 
companions, since at certain times and locales finitude was the 
property par excellence of God’s reality, while infinity expressed 
only His rapport to creatures. Hence, investigating John’s state¬ 
ment that God is “like an infinite sea of essence” is not totally 
meaningless, and possibly his simile may camouflage quite a 
different doctrine^. The second fact gives our investigation even 
more significance, for it warns that a writer can explicitly call the 
divine essence infinite without intending infinity as an immediate 
characteristic of that essence. 

The third fact makes clear how questionable or even unlikely 
it is for Damascene to have meant infinity as a direct attribute 
of God’s being. Although such a meaning is possible, still to my 
present knowledge John never expresses and, in fact, seems to 
lack the ontological doctrine it requires. True enough and in line 
with all other theologians, he frequently affirms that God is 
immaterial and incorporeal^, but matter is not so much a real 
component of an existent as the mere aspect of mutability 


reality and the absence within it of limiting determination? What other 
components within existents cause such determination besides matter and, 
in general, potency? 

^ Damascene's conception of infinity as unfolded in his informative pas¬ 
sages (see below, p. 258 sq.) is similar to Proclus's and Albert's at least insofar as 
for all three infinity expresses God's transcendency over what is subsequent 
and inferior. 

* Immateriality is consistently listed among other divine attributes. For 
example, see De Fide I 2, PG 94, 792C; 114, PG 94, 860 A. 

Also see De Fide 14, PG 94, 797B; I 8, PG 94, 13B; IV 16, PG 94, 1169C; 
De Imaginibus Oratio II 5, PG 94,1289B; II 11, PG 94,1293D; III 4, PG 94, 
1312D; III 9, PG94, 1332B; Vita Barlaam et Joasaph c. 6, PG 96, 906A; 
c. 24, PG96, 1077 C. 
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characterizing every creature, even angels^. As I read the 
evidence, then, John probably does not apply infinity to the 
divine essence itself in chapter nine and such an interpretation 
would be misleading and erroneous. 

On the other hand, other interpretations are possible and are 
more compatible with what our author does state elsewhere on 

^ See De Fide II3, PG94, 865 Bsq., where immateriality, immutability 
and the uncreated are contrasted with the material, the mutable and creature- 
hood and where every creature in virtue of its very nature as creature is 
mutable and material to such an extent that the latter two terms seem inter¬ 
changeable. The text reads as follows: **An angel is an intellectual substance, 
ever in motion (deixlvrftoq) ... Compared with us, an angel is said to be in¬ 
corporeal and immaterial, although in comparison with God, who alone is 
incomparable, ever 3 rthing proves to be gross and material, for only the Divinity 
is truly immaterial and incorporeal. {^AatofuiTOQ 6i Xiryeiai^ xai dt^Aoc, Saov 7 iq6<; 

Ttav ydg avyxQtvdjuevcv Tigdg Oedp, t6v fi6vov davyxgiTOV, nayv re xai vXixdv 
evglaxexaf /jtdpw yoQ dvxcog doXov t 6 ^el6v iaxi xai daw/iaxov.) So an angel is of 
a nature which is rational, intelligent, free, and variable in judgment, that is, 
subject to voluntary change. It is only the Uncreated which is unchangeable. 
Also every rational being is free. The angelic nature, then, in so far as it is 
rational and intelligent, is free; while, in so far as it is created, it is changeable 
and has the power to persevere and progress in good or to turn to evil." (Chase, 
pp. 205-206). For another expression of the same position, see Dialogus Contra 
Manichaeos 68, PG 94, 1568 A. 

Also see De Fide I 4, PG 94, 797 B: after having established that God is 
incorporeal because He is infinite and indeterminate, formless, impalpable, 
invisible, simple and incomposite [note that God is incorporeal because He is 
infinite and not vice versa — this latter position would reveal quite a different 
metaphysics]. Damascene then shows that the immutable and the incorporeal 
go hand in glove. 

Hyle is discussed in other texts, which, however, do not seem directly rele¬ 
vant since there it seems to signify the four elements or, more generally, what 
an Aristotelian would call "second matter". See, for example, De Fide II 5, 
PG 94, 880A: "God brought all things from nothing into being: some, such 
as heaven, earth, air, fire, and water, from no pre-existing matter {ix tiqo- 
i)7ioxetfiiyrjg i^Xfjg); and others, such as animals, plants and seeds. He made 
from those things which had their existence directly from Him. For by com¬ 
mand of the Creator these last were made from earth, water, air and fire." 
Perhaps such is the meaning matter assumes in Dial. Contra Manichaeos 10, 
PG 94, 1513 C; 24, PG 94, 1528 C sq.; 61-66, PG 94, 1556 B-1561 A. 

Although an exhaustive study of Damascene's attitude on matter remains 
to be made, still texts so far analyzed reveal his tendency to equate matter, 
mutability and creaturehood. Should future research disclose him to have 
posited matter as a real component within existents which is really distinct 
from the form it receives and which determines by limiting this latter, then 
John could indeed have applied infinity to God's essence and intended it as 
His direct attribute. In that case Aquinas would not have invented (see above, 
p. 254 note 2) that conception of infinity but perhaps have rather revived it. 
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the very topic of infinity. Let us briefly scrutinize such infor¬ 
mative passages. 


Informative Texts 

The first occurs within his discussion of quantity in Dialectica, 
chapter forty-nine. A distinction must be made, he advises, 
between measure or number itself and that which is measured 
and numbered. The former is quantity, the latter is the quanti¬ 
fied or quarUa'^. These quanta are either discrete (for example, 
number and speech) or continuous (time, space, line, surface and 
solids)*. Now any of those seven quantified items may be finite 
or infinite. 

That is finite which can be measured or numbered. On the 
other hand, that is infinite which by some degree of excessi¬ 
veness exceeds all measure and number*. i^Exi xov noaov, to 
juiev laxiv (bgia/Lihov, to de dogioxov. fiev oth' iaxi to 

dwdfxevov /nexQela&ai ij dQi&fiela&ai. To de ddgiaxov, to vTtegoxfj 
xm vnsQPdXXov ndv /Lihgov, xal ndvxa dgi&pidv.) 

As so depicted, infinity involves at least two essential charac¬ 
teristics, of which the first is that of transcendency. That which 
is infinite transcends any measure one may wish to take. For 
example, a line is infinite inasmuch as it can never be so long but 
that one can conceive it even longer and, thus, as exceeding any 
definite line. Number is infinite because no matter how large a 
definite sum is taken, you can always consider a larger one. 

The second characteristic is that what is thus infinite always 
involves a comparison to something which is distinct from and 
other than itself, with the result that its infinity is always relative. 
For example, one hundred tons of sand, if compared to one ton, 
exceed the latter and, thus, are describable as “infinite,” although 
the term here becomes synonymous merely with “larger than” 
or, more generally, with “great” or “very great.” 

Up to this point what John has said immediately applies to 
strict quantity. He next turns to God. 


^ Dialectica c. 49, P6 94, 624 B; Grosseteste, c. 33, p. 30, 1.10; Chase, 
p. 73. Source: Ammonius, In Aristotelis Categorias Commentarius, Vol. IV, 
Pars IV of Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca. Ed. A. Busse, Berolini: Typis 
et Impensis Georgii Heimeri, 1895, p. 54 sq. 

* Dialectica c. 49, PG 94, 625C; Grosseteste, p. 31,1. 69 sq; Chase, 76. 

* Dialectica c. 49, PG 94, 625C; Grosseteste, p. 31, 1. 69 sq.; Chase, 75. 
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And the terms great and very great are also used in the sense 
of infinite, as when we speak of “the very great compassion 
of God** or “the great mystery of the dispensation of God 
the Word**^. (Kai X^yerai fxiya xal noXv aoQlaxox;, cog Myofiev 
TioXXijv ri)v evonXayxylav rov ^eov, fxiya to fAvax'qqiov rrjg rov 
&€ov Adyov olxovo/ulag). 

In line with the characteristics which we have previously noted, 
“infinite” with reference to God is interchangeable with “great” 
and “very great” and means, simply and somewhat vaguely, 
that which transcends the ordinary and, in the last analysis, the 
created. Thus God’s compassion is “infinite” insofar as it is so 
great as to surpass any human compassion we have actually 
experienced or will possibly experience. “Infinite” also is the 
mystery of the Incarnation, because how a God becomes man 
and yet remains perfect God exceeds any so-called mystery in 
the natural universe and totally transcends human under¬ 
standing. 

This first sort of divine infinity, then, arises out of a comparison 
with the human and the created, which God is “greater than” 
and thereby transcends. “To be infinite,” accordingly, signifies 
merely “to be very great — so great, in fact, as to exceed any 
term of comparison*.” 

The other four informative passages are similar to the first, 
since each involves its own kind of transcendency, and hence are 
clear with little or no analysis. God is so great as to transcend the 
grasp of any created intellect, and here infinity is synonymous 
with incomprehensibility*. He is above time and change, and 

^ Dialectics c. 49, PG94, 628A; Grosseteste, p. 32, 1. 81sq.; Chase, 
pp. 75—76. Source: Nothing in Ammonius (see above, p. 258, note 1) seems 
to directly correspond to this section of Damascene's text. 

* Such infinity need not indicate that the divine substance itself is infinite, 
because it expresses rather the rapport between creatures and God and not 
the divine substance itself. 

Because of its very vagueness and generality, this notion of infinity is also 
extremely pliable and, thus, is applicable to practically any situation where 
God is seen in reference to creatures. As examples of such applications, see 
Vita Barlaam et Joasaph c. 35, PG 96, 1196A; Homilia I in Dormitionem 
B. V. Mariae 3, PG 96, 704A); Dialectica c. 31, PG 94, 600A; Homilia II in 
Nativitatem B. V. Mariae 7, PG 96, 689 A. This last is almost certainly not 
authentic (see J. M. Hoeck, op. cit., pp. 37—38). 

* De Fide 113, PG 94, 853B; Burgundio, p. 59, 1. 48 sq.; Chase, p. 198: 
“Only God can be described as uncircumscribed, for He is beginningless, 
endless and all-containing, although He Himself is contained by no comprehen- 
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here infinity is interchangeable with eternity^. Again, His power 
is greater than an endless number and variety of effects. Since 
the size of power is computed in view of its effects, He may be 
termed omnipotent or, more accurately, “infini-potent” Finally, 
precisely because He is Being, He is beyond all created beings 
whatsoever and, thus, is hyperentitative and nonentitative. 
Here infinity is coterminous with nonbeing, apeiros becomes 
interchangeable with hyperousios^. 

If we now reread the sentence at issue, “Like some infinite and 
indeterminate sea of essence, God has and contains within Him¬ 
self all beings,” in the light of those five passages, what does it 
mean? First of all, the divine substance is so exceedingly great 
as to embrace within itself all creatures. Or God’s essence, which 
comprehends all created being, is itself incomprehensible. Or God 
is simultaneously present to all creatures as they rise and fall in 

sion at all. For only He is incomprehensible and infinite, known by no one, and 
He alone beholds Himself” (M6vov yaq iariv axoxakriTtiw xai ddgiarov, 
v6g yiv(oax6fxevov, a&cd di fidvov, Lavrov ^ecoQi]rix6v), 

^ See De Fide I 6, PG 94, 801 A; Burgundio, p. 22, 1. 15; Chase, p. 173: 
God is in no way deficient either with respect to goodness, wisdom and power; 
or, secondly, with reference to time, since He is without beginning, infinite 
and eternal {dvoQxov, dreXeikrjTOVf dtdiov . . . xard xq6vov) ; or finally, with 
regard to space, for He is incircuniscribed. Also see De Fide I 8, PG 04, 808 C; 
Burgundio, p. 28, 1. 13; Chase, p. 177; Sources: Pseudo-Cyril, De Trin. c. 4, 
PG 77, 1125 D; Gregory of Nyssa, "Oratio Catech., Prologue PG 45. 12 A-D. 
Also De Fide I 8, PG 94,813 B; Burgundio, p. 33, 1. 91; sq.; Chase, p. 179. 
Sources: Pseudo-Cyril, De Trin. c. 7, PG 77, 1153D sq. 

• De Fide 18, PG 94, 808C; Burgundio, p. 28, 1.3; Chase, p. 176; 18, 
PG94, 821B; Burgundio, p. 38, 1. 193; Chase, p. 183; I 14, PG 94, 860A; 
Burgundio, p. 64, 1. 8; Chase, p. 201; III 1, PG 94, 984 B; Burgundio, c. 45, 
p. 168, 1. 40 sq.; Chase, p. 268. 

’ De Fide I 4, PG 94, 800 B: Since one cannot possibly say what He is in 
His essence, it is better to describe Him by abstraction from all things what¬ 
soever. “For He is not to be found among beings — not that He is not but, 
rather, because He is above all beings and even above being itself (Ovdev ydg 
Twv dvTcov iaxLv' ovx cog cov, dAA* cog vnegndvra rd dvra xai vneg adxd elvai). 
For if knowledge has beings as its object, then what transcends knowledge also 
transcends essence, and conversely, what is beyond essence also is beyond 
knowledge. Therefore, the Divinity is both infinite and incomprehensible, and 
this alone is comprehensible about Him — His very infinity and incom¬ 
prehensibility CAneigov oxh^ t6 ^eiov xai dxardXrjTrcov xai roiko fidvov avrov 
xardXrjTtToVy dneigia xai dxaTahjyi[aY\ Also see De Fide II 3, PG 94, 869 A; 
Burgundio, c. 17, p. 71, 1. 39; Chase, p. 206. 

For a detailed discussion of all the texts cited above, p. 258, note 1 — p. 260, 
note 3, see L. Sweeney, S. J., “John Damascene and Divine Infinity,” 
p. 91-102. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



John Damascene’s «Infinite Sea of Essence* 


261 


the current of time precisely because He is eternal and un¬ 
changing. Again, because the divine reality encompasses all 
created existents, it is their infinite source and, thus, is infinitely 
powerful. Finally, whereas each creature is restricted to this or 
that sort of being, the divine being both contains and yet simul¬ 
taneously transcends all created being 

Which of those interpretations is best? All are probable as 
compatible with his doctrine expressed elsewhere, but perhaps 
the last has an edge over the others because of what Damascene 
says in his brief De Recta Sententia Liber, “I believe in the Father, 
Son and Holy Spirit,” he writes, “one God, one principle of all 
things and not two, one super-divine divinity, one super-essential 
essence, super-good goodness, a sea of infinite and boimdless 
essence {fjila vnegovaiog ovaia . . . niXayoQ ovalag ojielqov xal 
dTieoioglarov), cause of all goods...*.” Quite manifestly, this 
passage is parallel to chapter nine of De Fide Orthodoxa and 
here infinity apparently points to the transcendency of God’s 
entity. He is a sea of infinite and boundless essence precisely 
because that essence is above all created beings (vnegovaiog). 
Infinity describes its supra-entitative and, in that sense, nonen- 
titative status; apeiroa is identical with hyperousioa. 

May not the parallel sentence in chapter nine have a similar 
meaning? God encompasses and yet transcends all created being 
and, because of this very super-essential condition. His essence 
is like an infinite and indeterminate sea. He is a supra-entitative 
and, in that sense, non-entitative entity, which nonetheless con¬ 
tains all creatures. 

In the light of De Recta Sententia Liber, accordingly, and until 
more and other evidence is uncovered, infinity in chapter nine of 
De Fide Orthodoxa is most probably aligned with nonbeing. 

Summary and Concluaiona 

In Fona ScierUia^. John Damascene states that God is infinite 
in at least fifteen passages, in some of which he is non-committal 
about the term inasmuch as he gives little or no explicit indi¬ 
cation of what he means. But in others he unfolds its meaning 


^ Such seems to be the interpretation favored by Albert the Great. See In 
I Sent., d. 2, D, a. 13, ad q. 2 (Borgnet ed., XXV, 69). See Catania, op. cit., 
pp. 110-131. 

• De Recta Sententia Liber 1, PG 94, 1424 B. 
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rather clearly and with some detail insofar as he explains that it 
expresses the following facts about God. He is exceedingly great 
in comparison to creatures. He is incomprehensible and is eternal. 
He is so powerful as to have sway over an infinity of creatures. 
Finally, He transcends all created beings. 

The sentence with which we have been concerned in the pre¬ 
sent essay (“Like some infinite and indeterminate sea of essence, 
God contains within Himself all beings”)^ fits among the non¬ 
committal sections, since our author chooses to remain silent on 
its meaning. According to one manifestly possible interpretation, 
it signifies that the divine being itself is infinite and, thereby, 
encompasses all else. This, however, is unlikely or, at least, 
questionable since Damascene seems to lack the requisite onto¬ 
logical foundation. 

If we bring the sentence into line with the picture of divine 
infinity which he draws elsewhere, then several other possible 
interpretations become obvious. The divine substance is so ex¬ 
ceedingly great as to embrace within itself all creatures. Or God’s 
essence, which comprehends all created being, is itself incom¬ 
prehensible. Or God is simultaneously present to all creatures as 
they rise and fall in the stream of time precisely because He is 
eternal and unchanging. Or because the divine reality encompas¬ 
ses all created existents, it is their infinite source and, thus, is 
infinitely powerful. Or whereas each creature is restricted to this 
or that kind of being, the divine being both contains and yet 
simultaneously transcends all created being. 

Which of those five is best? If we take into account a parallel 
text in De Recta Sententia Liberty possibly the last. God embraces 

^ De Fide Orthodoxa I 9, PG 94, 836 B. 

* Besides the parallel text cited in note 2 (p. 261), Damascene fairly fre¬ 
quently employs “sea” or “abyss” with reference to God. For example, see 
Expositio et Declaratio Fidei II, PG 95, 419A: Credo in unum Deum ... 
abyaaum eseentuie imperacrutabiUmy infinitam et immenmm, abysaum item 
aapientiae et bonitatia, (For this treatise no Greek MS has as yet been found 
and the Latin translation is made from an Arabic MS.) — Also see Homilia in 
Sabbatum Sanctum 1, PG 96,601A: Who can fittingly describe the bottomless 
and immense sea of His goodness? (rijf avrov dya&drTjTog ... ni^xtyog) — Homilia 
in Sabbatum Sanctum 4, PG 96,605 B sq. The Trinity is “simple, uncompoun¬ 
ded, an infinite essence, incomprehensible light, boundless power, a sea of good¬ 
ness” (dvvaiLtg (bregidgiarogy niXayog dya&drrjrog). — De Imaginibus Oratio III 29, 
PG 94,1349 B: He alone is worthy of adoration Who is “incomprehensible light, 
incomparable sweetness, immense beauty, an abyss of goodness, unfathomable 
wisdom, infinite power” (dya&drrjTog dpvGoog ... djieiQodvvajuogdvva/nig), — Dia- 
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and yet transcends all created being and, because of this very 
super-essential condition, His essence is like an infinite and in¬ 
determinate sea. He is a supra-entitative and, in that sense, 
nonentitative entity, which nonetheless contains all creatures. 

According to current evidence, then, such is what Damascene 
appears to say in De Fide Orthodoxa, chapter nine^. 

logos Contra Manichaeos 15, PG 95, 1520 D: All good comes from that infinite 
and incomprehensible sea of goodness {ix rov doQUnov xal dxaraXi^JtTov TieXayovQ 
T^g dya^jrprog). — Homilia II in Dormitionem B. V. Mariae 7, PG 96, 732 D: 
Let us praise the Word, Who is ''more-than-infinite goodness, more-than-tre- 
mendous magnitude, infinite power..., a bottomless abyss of love... He Who 
Is supra-entitative became in a supra-entitative manner an entity through a 
woman’s womb” (n^ ihtsgdTteiQOV dycS&trfva xal t 6 VTUQfJtiye&eg fiiyedog xal ti)v 
dmiQodvvafiov dvvofjuv ... dukriOTOv Tfjg dydnrjg dfivaaov ... dncog 6 wtegodatog 
ix ywatxeUig vrfidog vTiegovalcog oialcDTcu). Also see Horn. II in Dormitionen B. 
V. Mariae 17, PG 96, 745 B. — Vita Barlaam et Joasaph c. 24, PG96, 1077 C: 
I adore God Who is “eternal, infinite, boundless, incorporeal,... indeterminate, 
a fount of goodness and justice and eternal light” {TtrjyijvdyaMTrfTogxal Sixaio- 
avvTjg xal qxordg dxSlov). — Vita Barlaam et Joasaph c. 35, PG 96, 1196 A: The 
sea of divine goodness is unfathomable {rd rfjg dyaddxrjTog TtiXayog), 

^ Research conducted during the interval between my writing this paper 
(summer, 1959) and its current publication makes necessary two changes. 
First of all, the paragraph on Proclus’s doctrine (see above, pp. ^l-'252) should 
be ignored, since A. Chaignet’s French translation of Proclus’s In Platonis Par- 
menidem Commentaria, col. 1123 sq., indicates another and more accurate inter¬ 
pretation of that passage. I was not able to obtain a copy of Chaignet (Commen- 
taire sur le Parmenide, Paris, 1901—3) until after my paper was written. — Se¬ 
condly, I now think that in the phrase, “an infinite sea of essence”, Damascene 
may intend infinity as a direct attribute of the divine essence itself. This inter¬ 
pretation I formerly characterized as possible but unlikely and questionable (see 
supra, pp. 256,262). My change in attitude has arisen because of additional re¬ 
flection upon Plotinus’s doctrine of infinity. One reason why P. describes The One 
as infinite is that He transcends all subsequent existents and, thus, is nonbeing 
because supra-being. Explicitly such infinity is linked with nonbeing, but it can 
also imply that The One is infinite in His own unique reality, as the following ar¬ 
gumentation shows: God is infinite because He is without the form and being 
proper to lower levels of reality. But such form and entity involve a determination 
of their own. Therefore, God is without that determination and, in that sense, is 
Himself indeterminate or infinite. (See L. Sweeney, S. J., “AnotherInterpreta¬ 
tion of Enneads, VI, 7,32”, Modem Schoolman 38,1961, 305—323). Perhaps we 
should apply the lesson learned from P.’s texts to Damascene’s. If for the former 
an infinity of nonbeing can imply that The One Himself is infinite, so too the lat¬ 
ter’s linking infinity with nonbeing (in the sense that God transcends creatures) 
may involve a similar implication. God is a sea of infinite essence precisely be¬ 
cause His being transcends all created beings, but that very transcendence may 
also indicate that the divine being itself is infinite. Perhaps this indication is 
the very force of D.’s phrase. This interpretation, then, should be added to the 
other five (see above,pp. 260, 262) as also possible and genuinely probable. 
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There have always been Christians, since the days of Origen, 
who have disliked his methods of interpretation. In his commen¬ 
tary on St. John (32,22) he speaks of men who accuse him of 
“superfluous enquiry and unconvincing explanation”, and there 
are many who would agree. I hope to remind you later that 
hostility to Origen is in his own view to be attributed in some 
degree to the nature of his hearers, but first I should like to 
examine what seems to me to be an assumption made in some 
quarters that, while allegory is ipso facto an unsound method of 
exegesis, typology can be justified merely because it is t 3 q)ology. 

This assumption goes rather further than that of the Anti¬ 
ochene fathers, for Diodore and Theodore were careful to main¬ 
tain a distinction between the typology of the New Testament 
and typology not found in the canonical Scriptures. But both 
views are held by theologians who are looking for proofs in the 
Scriptures, and who want to discover above all what was the 
conscious intention of the author at the time he wrote. 

Professor R. P. C. Hanson has done a great service in showing 
how close Origen’s t 5 rpology can be to his allegory. In the works of 
Origen he sees a kind of typology ‘which has always a tendency 
to slip over into allegory’ (Allegory and Event, London 1959, p. 89). 
But this tendency is not merely a characteristic of Alexandrian 
exegesis: for the two methods are radically the same. 

As semantic methods allegory and typology are identical. 
Both consist of analogies chosen as illuminative. The difference 
between them is not to be found in their structure, but in the 
objects they compare. Thus in typology we choose to compare 
two situations on the same level of being, states or events in the 
historical unfolding of the Christian Covenants, while in allegory 
we compare such historical objects with truths of a different 
level, extra-historical and often extraneous to the Bible. 
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Neither method brings proof, and if we want proofs we shall 
find few in Origen. Allegory and typology are both of them, at 
their best, analogies which win our sympathy. If we can sym¬ 
pathise with an analogy, if we can see the point of it, then it may 
help us to see an essential characteristic of the text. But no one 
can force us to see the point. 

Origen’s awareness of the nature of analogy is expressed in his 
division of readers. Some are ignorant or careless. Such readers 
will gain some Christian teaching from their simple use of the 
text. But they cannot hope to understand it all, and will grasp 
only the more obvious passages. But Origen believes that such 
readers are not the only ones for whom the Bible was written. 
We can agree with him that ''the man who is able to learn may 
enter into the deep things of the scripture, the mind of what is 
said” (rov vov xGyv Peri Archon^ Koetschau 318/9). 

We can only expect men to understand our analogies if they 
share our view of the world. For people and things and worlds 
may resemble each other in several ways at once. If I have to 
interpret the statement "God is my shield” I must choose among 
a number of possible points of similarity. A shield is made of 
leather held together with rivets, and has a metal boss in the 
centre. It is carried by soldiers to protect them in the battle. In 
such an analogy, seen in the context of Grod’s revelation of 
himself, it is a simple matter to select the point of comparison 
which is appropriate. But when we are told that "the Lord God 
is a sim” there seem to be several ways in which the analogy 
may be appropriate. We cannot at once decide whether we are 
to think of the sun as the brightest visible object, as the giver 
of heat, as a scorching flame, or as the master of the sky. It 
may be that the analogy is appropriate in one or in more than 
one of these ways. 

It is not therefore enough to communicate the terms of an 
analogy, whether it is typological or allegorical. Their point of 
appropriateness must be communicated too, either by the con¬ 
text, or by an immediate apprehension or sympathy. In any 
judgement of Origen’s allegory we must therefore take into ac¬ 
count not merely the method he has chosen. We must see what 
he is trying to do, and the context in which he does it. For to 
criticise an allegory is to criticise a man. 

We may not like Origen’s general aim, but it is easy to discover 
what it was. He tells us that when the Holy Spirit inspired the 

18 Studia PatristicA VI 
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Prophets and Apostles to write the Scriptures, one of the ends 
he had in view was to teach about “Christ made flesh, the 
Creation and the fall, the different kinds of souls, the nature of 
the world, and the problem of evil” (Peri Archon 319.4f.). We 
would agree in general that we should expect to And the central 
doctrines of Christianity in the Bible. We should not follow 
Origen, however, in his doctrine of the different kinds of souls, 
nor can we share his Platonist beliefs in the nature of the world. 
Our sympathies, therefore, and our ability to see the appro¬ 
priateness of his analogies is limited even before we approach his 
text. And we recognise that we have two problems before us: we 
have to ask whether Origen achieved his expressed object by his 
use of allegory, and we have to ask whether his allegory is in it¬ 
self a justiflable system. 

I have a feeling that it is just because Origen did achieve his 
object that we suspect him. I believe too that the allegory he 
used is a process which we use today, and that even so unsym¬ 
pathetic a critic as Dean Farrar used a process very much akin 
to allegory in every sermon he preached. For the Bible in use 
must be demythologised. To And in the Bible a support and guide 
for our own life as Christians we must transmute it into our own 
context. And this must be done by a conscious or unconscious 
acceptance of analogy. Sometimes we have no difflculty in seeing 
that an analogy is appropriate. We have been schooled by our 
membership of a Church to accept a rule of faith, and so far as 
this is shared with Origenist interpreters, we shall sympathise 
with them, and see the point of their analogies. So in de Lubac’s 
appreciation that Origen was un homme de VEglisey we can detect 
an area in which, a priori, de Lubac will be sympathetic to Origen 
and understand his analogies. Or, for ourselves, we may recognise 
the appropriateness of some of his typology. 

But here we should notice with respect the Antiochene dis¬ 
tinction between the typology in the Bible, and typology worked 
out by un-canonical writers. We accept the appropriatenesses of, for 
instance, Pauline typology, because it is selected on the inspired 
authority of an apostle. But typology in itself has no intrinsic 
authority. Likeallegory ouracceptanceof it will depend on our sym¬ 
pathy with the author who uttered it. Nor can we afford to dismiss 
any of Origen’s exegesis merely because it can be shown to have 
origins in the systems of Philo or the Gnostics. It must be judged 
on its appropriateness in his own system, his own Christianity. 
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The main thing that sets us apart from Origen is our inability, 
since the advent of experimental science, to see a general and 
wonderful order in the world. Even if we feel we ought to believe 
it we have failed to formulate it. We therefore have to make a 
considerable effort to appreciate Origen’s main theme, the sal¬ 
vation of eternal souls in eternity. 

There are many other things we mistrust. We see the atomist 
manner in which Origen treats the Scripture. But even this is a 
signal of his preoccupation with eternity. It therefore seems 
an unwarranted criticism of Origen to accuse him of lacking 
a sense of history. He had not our sense of history, and we regret 
his constant failure to appreciate the actuality of the Bible, and 
in particular of the life of Christ, incarnate once for all for our 
salvation, who suffered under Pontius Pilate. 

History, the account of happenings in certain places at certain 
times, cannot, however, be the truth. For Origen the truth, the 
truth that matters and that saves, is that the souls that God 
created together should see the truth in Jesus Christ, and seeing 
it should go straight on to God till they come to the primal 
and final innocence and joy of the apokatastasis. If history has 
any truth, it is when it speaks in harmony with this eternal dis¬ 
pensation. We see Origen’s exegesis from the wrong end when 
we start by wondering at his frequent neglect of the literal sense. 
To share his insights, we must be ready to understand first the 
nature of the world and the different kinds of souls: then we 
shall be ready to wonder at the God who can speak so clearly of 
himself through the fallible things of space and time. And we 
shall regard with even greater reverence the person of Christ, 
who speaks most clearly to us of the eternal truth. 

We may be right to criticise Origen: we cannot make his 
methods our own. But we may waste a great deal of time in criti¬ 
cising the insufficiency of his theology of the Incarnation, the 
Sacraments, or the Inspiration of Holy Scripture, when what we 
should attack is the Platonism which has made them necessary. 

Because we share the task of Origen, and because, like him, we 
have to speak to Christians who are largely deceived by a mate¬ 
rialist world, we can appreciate his solution. We too must teach 
of eternity through the things of the world. We too must call 
souls back to their maker. Origen’s problem is very largely ours, 
although we cannot find a solution ready-made in his works. 
But there is more to be said. If the weakness of Origen’s work 
18 * 
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is that it treats history merely as a vehicle of teaching, its 
strength is that so very often it teaches, and Origen uses it to 
teach, the truth. 

Both in his typology and in his allegories, Origen looks up to 
the eternal character of God. Often in typology this is a valid 
method of exegesis. For when two events of Christian history are 
compared, the comparison is seen to be appropriate by the similar 
activity of God in each. From any authentic typology we can 
abstract: we see an unchanging characteristic of God’s action 
which will manifest itself as a constant through many situations 
of history. This characteristic was present to the mind of the 
inspired authors of the history, and such typology is therefore 
valid exegesis, judged even by the standards of Antioch. 

The abstraction, which formed a useful process in typological 
interpretation, is equally the basis of allegory. We compare an 
event of Christian history, or some smaller ingredient, with some 
truth known apart from the Bible. The comparison may even 
be suppressed, and the abstraction made immediately. But again 
we may see the appropriateness of the abstraction. Again it may 
evoke for us a truth which we may see to be part of the author’s 
interest. 

Origen’s interests were so vast that we all find large areas in 
which we feel sympathy with him and respect his judgement. 
When we feel so, we may accept his interpretations with gratitude 
and without suspicion, for they prove nothing, and were not 
intended to do so. Nor will it surprise us that there is so much of 
his interpretation which we must dismiss. But above all we 
realise as we turn the pages of his works what we have lost. If 
once more we could see a wonderful order in the world, and if we 
could link it as Origen did with the divine revelation in Jesus 
Christ, our teaching would gain both in confidence and effect. 

Even if we do not admire him we must use his method. For if 
the Bible was written altogether for our sake, if we are to link 
it with our own life as Christians, we are bound to do so by ana¬ 
logy. And more often than we care to admit this will be no more 
than allegory. 
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The Doctrinal Connexions of the Pseudo-Ignatian 

Letters 

K. J. WOOLLCOMBE, New York 


Until the end of the first world war the doctrinal peculiarities 
of the Long Recension of the Ignatian letters were used for two 
main purposes: 

1. To establish beyond doubt the genuineness of the Middle 
Recension, and finally to evict the Pseudo-Ignatius from the 
throne which he had usurped^. 

2. To establish the common authorship of the interpolations in 
the Apostolic Constitutions and the Ignatian Corpus*. 

Whether students took the view that the forgery was Arian 
in character (Turner), or Semi-Arian (Hamack), or Apollinarian 
(Funk), or attributed it to a particular figure, such as Acacius 
of Caesarea (Zahn), they do not seem to have appreciated the 
implications of the fact that it was an original document which 
represented a definite type of theology. This was, to say the least, 
short-sighted, because it must have been as plain then as it is 
to-day that we are so poorly furnished with original documents 
from either the Arians or the Semi-Arians or the Apollinarians 
that even scraps of information can be of the utmost value. 

Since the end of the second world war, however, Pseudo- 
Ignatius has been treated with greater respect, and scholars are 
beginning to realise that he cannot be overlooked in any analysis 
of the fourth century controversies. P. Henri de Riedmatten 
allotted a section to him in his monograph on Paul of Samosata*, 

^ E. g. by J. B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers, Part II. Vol. I, London 
1885; F. X. Funk, Opera Patrum Apostolicorum, Tubingen 1881; Th. Zahn, 
Ignatius von Antiochien, Gotha 1873. 

• E. g.by A. Hamack, Die Lehre der zwolf Apostel, (TU 2,1/2) Leipzig 1880, 
pp. 241—208; F. E. Brightman, Liturgies Eastern and Western, Oxford 1890, 
pp. xxiv—xxix; C. H. Turner, Notes on the Apostolic Constitutions I—III, 
Journal of Theological Studies 10, 1914/15,54-01. 623-538; 31, 1930, 128 
-141. 

* Les Actes du Proems de Paul de Samosate, Fribourg 1952, pp. 119f. 
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and, more recently, Prof. O. Perler has investigated and, in my 
view, established a doctrinal connexion between the forger and 
Eusebius of Emesa^. Unfortunately there is not yet complete 
unanimity of opinion as to the doctrinal provenance of the spu¬ 
rious letters. J. Quasten*, following Bardenhewer*, adopts 
Funk’s view that they are Apollinarian; Dom Capelle^, like 
C. H. Turner, believes them to be Arian. But, if de Riedmatten 
and Perler are right, they belong rather to the conservative type 
of theology, principally championed by Eusebius of Caesarea in 
the first instance, and later by Basil of Ancyra. 

The purpose of this paper is to invite more general agreement 
with the conclusions of de Riedmatten and Perler, and to raise, 
in a preliminary way, some of the problems which remain to be 
solved. 

As Lightfoot observed®, there was little to be said for Funk’s 
view, even when he first expressed it. That anyone can still cling 
to it after reading Lietzmann’s edition of the fragments of 
Apollinarius, and the work done on them by Dr. G. L. Prestige 
and P. de Riedmatten, passes my comprehension. It is a very far 
cry from the elementary Christology of the Word-Flesh type 
and the naive Trinitarian theology of PsI. to the subtle and 
complex philosophical thought of the heresiarch of Laodicea. 
Even the least learned of Apollinarius’ followers could have pro¬ 
duced a more intellectual treatment of the subjects discussed by 
PsI. than we actually find in the letters. Unless the supporters of 
the Apollinarian hypothesis adduce a great deal more specific 
and positive evidence in its favour than was sufficient in Funk’s 
day, it must be ruled out. 

Supporters of the Arian hypothesis are, on the other hand, in 
an extremely strong position. As Dom Capelle has shown, many 
of the interpolations have a markedly Arian fiavour. For example, 
the Doxology which opens the genuine letter to the Smyrnaeans: 
Ao^dCco ^Irjaovv Xgiarov rov &edv rov (/Orcog ifxdg ccxpiaavra, becomes 
Ao^dCco rov deov xal narega rov Kvglov rj/icov *Ir]aov Xgiarov, rov 


^ Pseudo-Ignatius und Eusebius von Emesa, Historisches Jahrbueh 77, 
1958, 73-82. 

* Patrology, Vol. I, p. 74. 

* Geschichte der altkirchlichen Literatur, Vol. Ill, p. 292. 

* Le Texte du ‘Gloria in Excelsis’, Revue d’histoire ecclesiastique 44, 1949, 
439 ff. 

® Op. cit., p. 259. 
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dC avTov aSrojg vfidg aotpiaavxa in the interpolated version^. It 
should, however, be observed that Lightfoot anticipated the 
arguments of Dom Capelle ^ and, after a full discussion, concluded: 
“With these facts before us, we should find it difficult to convict 
him of Arianism. At the most our verdict must be, Non Liquet ... 
He leans to the side of Arianism, though without definitely 
crossing the border”. Lightfoot’s discussion contained two steps 
which are now known to be false: 

1. He thought that a clear distinction had always been preserved 
between the two senses and spellings of the word dyiv{v)rjrog^. 

2. He thought that the forger had used the term ofAdxifAog of 
the three Persons of the Trinity^. 

But in all other respects his thesis carries conviction, and is 
perhaps buttressed by the fact that the forger’s use of dyiwqrog 
and yewTjxdg^ corresponds exactly with the first three articles 
of the Ecthesis Macrostichos, an ambiguous and equivocal docu¬ 
ment from conservative quarters. 

Investigation of the Long Recension reveals six distinct 
aspects of the forger’s theology which, in my view, corroborate 
the association of the letters with the conservatives: — 

1. In explicitly denying that our Lord had a human soul*, he 
follows the trend of Eusebius’ thought^, but expresses himself 
more definitely. 

2. His emphasis upon Trinitarian formulae, and especially upon the 
Holy Spirit®, is incompatible with Arianism in its extremer forms, 
but not with the views of the Homoeousians or the Homoeans. 

3. The quasi-credal summaries which occur in the letters® bear 
a marked resemblance to the so-called Fourth Creed of Antioch 
(341) and its descendants^®. The following points call for parti¬ 
cular attention: 


^ Dom Capelle also draws particular attention to passages in Philipp. 7; 
Philad. 9; Ant. 4; Eph. 7. 

* Op. cit., pp. 255-258. 

’ See 6. L. Prestige. God in Patristic Thought, 2nd ed. London 1952, p. 151. 

* Philipp. 2. Dom Capelle, art. cit., gives compelling reasons for reading 
o&c* elg TQelg SfioTi/iovg instead of dAA* elg tq, d/a. 

* Trail. 6; Magn. 7. 8; Philipp. 7; Philad. 4; Ant. 14; Hero 6. 

* Philipp. 5; Philad. 6. 

’ Eccl. Theol. 1, 20 (Klostermann, p. 87, 24—27; p. 88, 4—6). 

* Trail. 6; Philipp. 1, 2; Philad. 4. • TVall. 9—10; Magn. 11. 

Philippopolis (343); the Macrostich (345); Sirmium I (351); the Dated 

Creed (359); Nic6 (359); Constantinople (360). 
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a) The absence of ovola, although the writer uses it elsewhere'. 

b) t4> nqo ndvxcDV fih alcbvcov yewrj&Svri naqd rov Ttargdg (Magn, 11). 

c) The Deacenma ad Inferoa (Trail, 9). 

d) xcc&ea&ivri iv 6e^iq. airov (Magn. 11). 

e) dmodovvai ixdaxq) xaxd rd (gya a&cov (Magn, 11). 

4. The Biblical quotations of the forger are of great interest and 
importance and deserve fuller treatment than can be given here. 
But two features of his use of the Bible are especially relevant to 
the issue under review: 

a) It will be noted that the forger avoids certain quotations 
(e. g. Isaiah 53, 8; John 14, 28) which were dear to the extreme 
Arians and tended to arouse violent controversy. 

b) Of the six quotations in the anathemas of the First Creed of 
Sirmium®, all but the last are to be found in PsI. Moreover, the 
first four are found close together in one passage (Ani, 2—3). The 
nucleus of this catena (Genesis 1,26; 19,24) is derived from a 
catena of Genesis texts found in the letter of the Six Bishops to 
Paul of Samosata*, and later used by Eusebius of Caesarea*. 
But the vital point for our purpose is that it was revived, to¬ 
gether with the rest of the proceedings against Paul of Samosata, 
by Basil of Ancyra in his debate with Photinus®. 

6. The anti-Photinian biaa of the forger accords exactly with the 
views of the authors of the Macrostich®. 

6. Two topics to which the forger gives unusual prominence are 
marriage and asceticism. In two passages (Philad, 6; Hero 1—2) 
he insists on the following points: 

a) Marriage and the procreation of children are not to be 
despised. 

b) All food and wine is fit for Christian consumption. 

c) Fasting should be properly controlled. 

The writer gives no hint that he is aware of the rapid development 
of monasticism in the fourth century, and his ascetic theology 
does not appear to have been influenced by it. His views are, 

^ Magn. 8. 

• Is. 44, 6; John 1,14; Gen. 1, 26; Gen. 19, 24; Ps. 110,1; John 14,16. 
’ 4 and 5. G. Bardy, Paul de Samosate, 2e 6d. Louvain 1929, pp. 16f. 

^ Eus., h. e. 1, 2, 4—9. 

• Epiph., pan. haer. 71 (Holl, III. pp. 251 ff.). 

• Macr. IV, cf. Philipp. 6; Macr. V. VI, cf. Magn. 6. 8, Tars. 6, Ant. 2—4; 
Macr. VII, cf. Philipp. 7, Philad. 4. 
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however, in line with the Canons of the Council of Gangra^, 
which, as P. Gribomont demonstrated in a paper to the last 
Patristic Congress*, is appropriately dated in the initial period 
of the monastic experiments of St. Basil the Great and Eusta¬ 
thius of Sebaste. 

If these six were the only considerations, we should have no 
hesitation in agreeing with Hamack that the Pseudo-Ignatian 
letters were composed during the years 340—360, when conser¬ 
vatism flourished, non-committal creeds abounded and Apolli- 
narius had not yet obliged the Church to insist on the full huma¬ 
nity of Christ. 

But the obstacle to such an early date is the dependence of 
PsI upon the Apostolic Constitutions, which, it is generally 
agreed, are to be dated ca. 380. Here is the problem which must 
be discussed and solved by the liturgiologists before full use can 
be made of the Pseudo-Ignatian letters. It would be impertinent 
for one who makes no claim to be expert in liturgical matters to 
discuss the evidence for the date of the Apostolic Constitutions. 
But, in pressing for a revision of this evidence by those who are 
qualifled to imdertake it, I may perhaps be allowed to make 
three observations: 

1. What is said about Church Order in both PsI and A. C. agrees 
with the Canons of the Council of Laodicea (363). 

2. Lightfoot wrote: “The Pseudo-Ignatian letters contain far 
clearer indications of date than the Apostolic Constitutions. They 
should therefore be taken as the starting point for any investiga¬ 
tions respecting the origin of the latter, and not conversely*.” 

3. The cardinal point would appear to be the feast of Christmas, 
which was not observed at Antioch until ca. 378. But, as Bright- 
man pointed out: “It is possible that A. C. was intended to 
develop the festal cycle, and in fact did so^.” 

If A. C. can be brought forward to ca. 360, then the Pseudo- 
Ignatian letters could be appropriately dated ca. 365. In this 
C€ise, they would have been a kind of Parthian shot from one of 
the Homoeousians, defeated in 360, but by no means extinct. 
And it would be quite natural for the author to be anxious to 
conceal his identity. 

^ Hefele-Leclercq, Histoire des Conciles, Paris 1907, T. I. Pt.2, pp. 1032 fiF. 

* Le Monaohisme au IVe s. en Asie Mineure: de Gangres au Messalianisme, 
TU 64, pp. 400 fiF. 

* Op. cit., p. 254. ^ Op. cit., p. xxix. 
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SimilUudo et la definition du rdalisme sacramentel d’apr^s 
I’Epftre 98, 9-10 de saint Augustin 

M.-F. Bebbouabd 0. P., Eveux par TArbresle (Rhdne) 


L’Epitre 98 de saint Augustin est une reponse k un evfique du 
nom de Boniface.^ II s’agit trfes vraisemblablement de Boniface, 
evfique de Cataque*, qu’Augustin recommanda k plusieurs 
reprises au maitre des offices Ol 3 rmpe® et qui fut Tun des sept 
ev^ques catholiques designes comme consulteurs k la Conference 
de 411.* 

Au sujet du baptfime des enfants la lettre marque une evolution 
tr^s nette sur les ecrits anterieurs d’Augustin®: pour la premifere 
fois dans son oeuvre, ce bapt^me est mis en relation avec le peche 
d’Adam.* II ne faudrait pas en conclure pour autant que la crise 
pelagienne a dej4 eclate. Le ton demeure paisible, les affirmations 
concemant la remission du peche originel par le baptfime ne 
viennent qu’en passant et n’appellent ni commentaire ni justi¬ 
fication, rien ne laisse deviner la controverse. On pent done dater 
la lettre des annees 408—410. 

^ PL 33, 359—364; CSEL 34, 620—633, 6dit. Goldbacher. A rint^rieur de 
Tarticle les passages de la lettre seront cit^s d’apr^s cette derni^re Edition. 

* Chez son correspondant de TEpist. 98 Augustin souligne son horreur 
v4h4mente du mensonge, n. 7; ce trait de caraetdre rappelle la d^licatesse de 
conscience de Boniface de Cataque, qui n’avait pas craint de r6v61er les ma¬ 
noeuvres frauduleuses de son pr6d6cesseur, pr4f4rant pour lui-mSme la souf- 
franee de la pauvret^ k la jouissance de biens n^cessaires cum conscierUia 
fraudis, Epist. 96, 2; PL 33, 367. L’amiti4 confiante qu*il paralt lui t^moigner, 
n. 8, am^ne k penser que e'est peut-dtre encore de lui qu*il est question dans les 
Epist. 139, 2; 143, 1; 149, 2; 152, 1; PL 33, 636; 686; 631; 662. - Sur Boni¬ 
face, cf. A. Audollent, Bonifacius Cataquensis, dans Dictionnaire d'Histoire 
et de G^ographie Eccl^siastiques (DHGE), IX, 936—936. — Sur Cataque, 
peut-6tre proche d’Hippone, cf. J. Perron, Cataquensis (ecclesia), dans DHGE, 
XI, 1497-1499. 

* Epist. 96; 97, 3. D’apr^s I’Epist. 96, 2, une premiere lettre est perdue. 

^ Cf. PL 11, 1269; 1318; 1263; 1364. 

* Cf. J.-C. Didier, Saint Augustin et le bapteme des enfants, dans Revue 
des Etudes Augustiniennes 2, 1966, 112—117. 

* n. 1, 2, 6,10. 
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Esprit reflechi, ennemi passionne de tout mensonge, pasteur 
qui ne s’etait pas habitue aux rites mais voulait que les ames 
fussent en harmonie avec les pratiques, Boniface avait ecrit k 
son collfegue d’Hippone ses difficultes touchant le baptdme des 
enfants. II ne contestait pas cette pratique, desormais courante 
dans I’Eglise d’Afrique, mais certaines de ses dispositions po- 
saient question k son exigence de verite. ((Les parents, demandait- 
il d’abord, nuisent-ils k leurs enfants quand ils cherchent k les 
guerir par des sacrifices aux demons? Et s’ils ne leur nuisent pa«, 
comment leur foi peut-elle leur servir au bapt^me alors que leur 
infidelite ne leur fait aucun tort?»^ En second lieu, si la foi des 
parents est necessaire, comment faut-il apprecier le bapt^me de 
ces enfants que leurs parents presentent comme k un rite magi- 
que, en vue d’assurer la sante de leur corps, sans se preoccuper 
de leur regeneration spirituelle?* N’est-il pas obligatoire, en 
outre, que ce soient les parents qui presentent personnellement 
leurs enfants au bapt^me pour qu’il y ait correspondance parfaite 
entre les deux naissances et qu’ils jouent au plan de la justifica¬ 
tion le mfime role qu’au plan de la peine?® Dans la ceremonie du 
baptdme enfin, comme it les parents peuvent-ils, k la question 
du ministre, se pronon.*er avec assurance sur la foi de I’enfant, 
alors qu’ils n’oseraient rien dire de sa conduite future ni mdme de 
ses preoccupations prescntes?* 

C’est la reponse celfebre d’Augustin k cette dernifere question 
que je voudrais examiner. Beaucoup d’autres Pont fait de]k k 
propos de I’eucharistie, du symbolisme sacramentel ou du 
baptdme des enfants®, mais ils ont limite leurs recherches aux 

1 n. 1. 

* n. 6. Contre la presentation de J.-C. Didier, op. cit., p. 114—116, je pense 
qn'il fant distinguer cette deuxieme question. 

* n. 6. 

^ n. 10. 

* Cf. seulement parmi les ouvrages et articles publics en fran 9 ais depuis le 
debut du siede: E. Portalie, art. Augustin, dans Dictionnaire de Theologie 
Catholique, I, 2422—2423; P. Pourrat, La theologie sacramentaire, Paris 1907, 
p. 22; P. Batiffol, L'Eucharistie, La presence reelle et la transsubstantiation, 
6«edit., Paris 1913, p. 438—440; G. Bareille, art. Eucharistie d’aprds les P^res, 
dans Dictionnaire de Theologie Catholique, V, 1177; E. Hocedez, La concep¬ 
tion augustinienne du sacrement dans le tractatus 80 in Joannem, dans Re¬ 
cherches de Science Religieuse 9, 1919, 6—11; G. Lecordier, La doctrine de 
TEucharistie chez saint Augustin, Paris 1930, p. 68—62; J. Tixeront, Histoire 
des dogmes dans I’antiquite chretienne, II, 9® edit., Paris 1931, p. 396—397, 
405—406, 412; H.-M. Feret, Sacramentum, Res dans la langue theologique de 
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quelques phrases qui les interessaient ou ils ont resume I’ensemble 
en fonction de leurs seules perspectives. Le texte est capital en 
theologie sacramentaire et il merite qu’on I’etudie pour lui-m6me. 

Puisqu’il s’agit d’une reponse, il importe de relire tout d’abord 
la question posee. Comme il lui arrive souvent, Augustin a pris 
soin de retranscrire dans sa lettre les lignes mfimes de son cor- 
respondant: 

8% constituam arUt te parvulum et interrogem, tUrum, cum creverit, futurus sit 
castus vel fur non ait futurus, sine dvbio respondebis: Nescio, et utrum in eadem 
parvula (utaie constitutus cogitet aliquid boni vel mali, dices: Nescio. si itaque de 
moribus eius futuris nihil audes certi promittere et de eius praesenti cogitatione, 
quid est illud, quod, quando ad baptismum offeruntur, pro eis parerUes tamquam 
fidedictores respondent et dicunt illos facere, quod ilia aetas cogitare non potest 
aut, si potest, occuUum estf interrogamus enim eos, a quibus offeruntur, et did- 
mus: Credit in deumf de ilia aetate, quae, utrum sit deus, ignorat; respondent: 
Credit; et ad cetera sic respondetur singula, quae geruntur, unde miror parentes 
in istis rebus tarn fidenter pro parvulo respondere, ut dicant eum facere tanta bona, 
quae ad horam, qua baptizatur, baptizator interrogat; tamen eadem hora si sub- 
iciam: Erit casttis qui baptizatur, aut non erit fur? nescio utrum audet aliquis 
dicere, aliquid horum erit aut non erit, sicut mihi sine dubitatione respondet, quod 
eredat in deum et quod se convertat ad deum. 

Le problfeme est expose clairement. Ch'tcun avoue son igno¬ 
rance quand on I’interroge soit sur les moeurs futures d’un enfant, 
soit sur Torientation actuelle de sa pense \ Lors du baptdme au 
contraire, cette incertitude disparait: les parents assurent que 
Tenfant qu’ils presentent fait ce qui depasse la capacite intellec- 
tuelle de son age ou, tout au moins, echappe aux investigations 
et demeure cache; ils repondent en efiFet sans la moindre hesitation 
aux interrogations du ministre et se portent garants, pour cet 
enfant qui ne sait pas m6me si Dieu existe, qu’il croit en Dieu et 
se convertit A Dieu. Oseraient-ils affirmer au meme moment que 
plus tard il sera chaste ou ne volera pas? Comment peuvent-ils 
des lors temoigner d’une telle assurance quand il s’agit de sa foi 
et de sa conversion A Dieu ? 

Boniface n’a rien d’un revolutionnaire, il ne songe pas A boule- 
verser le rituel baptismal. C’est pour lui un donne d’Eglise, il 

saint Augustin, dans Revue des Sciences Philosophiques et Th^ologiques 29, 
1940, 231, 239, 241; H. de Lubac, Corpus Mysticum. L’Eucharistie et I’Eglise 
au Moyen-Age, Paris 1944, p. 104—105; P.-Th. Camelot, Realisme et Symbo- 
lisme dans la doctrine eucharistique de s. Augustin, dans Revue des Sciences 
Philosophiques et Th^ologiques 31, 1947, 402—403; F. van der Meer, Sacra- 
mentum chez saint Augustin, dans Maison-Dieu, N. 13, p. 59—60; J.-C. Didier, 
op. cit., p. 114—117. 
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I’accepte et il s’y tient, mais eon exigence de verite est insatis- 
faite, il ne comprend pas et il demande k Augustin de lui expli- 
quer le bien-fonde de cette pratique traditionnelle, ita ut non 
mihi de conmetudine praescribas, sed rationem reddaa. 

La position d’Augustin est ferme, mais il est visiblement 
embarrasse pour en rendre raison, et ses premieres lignes me 
paraissent comme un sourire pour voiler cet embarras. ^ Il sent 
tout le poids des difficultes soulevees par Boniface; il a con¬ 
science aussi du mystfere oil sa reponse doit s’engager. Et c’est 
pourquoi sans doute cette reponse n’est gufere qu’une Evocation; 
elle n’a rien de Texplication doctorale, de la sentence qui tranche, 
elle suggfere et elle decrit, elle expose des faits autant qu’elle 
apporte des raisons, elle se situe au plan de la vie. On comprend 
dfes lors qu’un tel passage s’avfere d’interpretation difficile et 
qu’on ait pu le tirer dans les sens les plus opposes. 

Void le texte: 

9 Nempe aaepe ita loguimur, ut pascha propinquanit dicamua crastinam vd 
perendinam domini pasaiouem, cum ille ante tarn multos annos passus sit nec 
omnino nisi semel ilia passio facta sit, nempe ipso die dominico dicimus: ^Hodie 
dominus resurrexit', cum, ex quo resurrexit, tot anni transierint. cur nemo tarn 
ineptus est, ut nos ita loquentes arguaJt esse mentitos, nisi quia istos dies secundum 
illorum, quihus haec gesta sunt, similitudinem nuTUMpamus, ut dicatur ipse dies, 
qui non est ipse sed revolutions temporis similis eius, et dicatur iUo die fieri 
propter sacramenti celebrationem, quod non iUo die sed iam dim factum estf 
nonne semel immolatus est Christus in se ipso et tamen in sacramenio non solum 
per omnes paschae soUemnitates sed omni die populis immolatur nec utique 
mentitur, qui interrogatus eum responderit immolari? si enim sacramenta quon¬ 
dam similitudinem rerum earum, quorum sacramenta sunt, non haberent, omnino 
sacramenta non essent, ex hoc autem similitudine plerumque iam ipsarum rerum 
nomina accipiuni, sicut ergo secundum quendam modum sacramentum corporis 
Christi corpus Christi est, sacramentum sanguinis Christi sanguis Christi est, 
ita sacramentum fidei fides est. nihil est autem aliud credere quamfidem habere, 
ac per hoc cum respondetur parwlus credere, qui fidei nondum habet affectum, 
respondetur fidem habere propter fidei sacramentum et convertere se ad deum 
propter conversionis sacramentum, quia et ipsa responsio ad celebrationem perti- 
net sacramenti, sicut de ipso baptismo apostolus: Consepulti, inquit, sumus 
Christo per baptismum in mortem; non ait; 'SepvUuram significavimus\ 
sed prorsus ait: Consepulti sumus. sacramentum ergo tantae rei non nisi 
eiusdem rei vocabulo nuncupavit. 

10 I toque parvvlum etsi nondum fides iUa, quae in credentium voluntate con- 
sistit, iam tamen ipsius fidei sacramentum fidelem fadt. nam sicut credere 
respondentur, ita etiam fideles vocantur non rem ipsam mente adnuendo sed 
ipsius rei sacramentum percipiendo. cum autem sapere homo coeperit, non iUud 
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aaeramentum repeteiy sed inteUeget eiusque verikUi consona eiiam voluntcUe coap- 
tabitur. hoc quant diu non potest, valebit sacramentum ad eius tutelam adversus 
contrarias potestates et tantum valebit, ut, si ante maioris usum ex hoc vita emi- 
graverit, per ipsum sacramentum commendante ecdesiae caritate ab ilia condem- 
natione, quae per unumhominem intravit in mundum, Christiana adiutorio 
liberetur, hoc qui non credit et fieri non posse arbitratur, profecto infidelis est, 
etsi habeat fidei sacramentum, longeque melior est iUe parvtUus, qui, etiam si 
Jidem nondum habet in cogitations, non ei tamen obicem contrariae cogitationis 
opponit, unde sacramentum eius salubriter percipit. respondi, sicut existimo, 
quaestionibus tuis, quantum adtinet ad minus capaces et contentiosos, non satis, 
quantum autem ad pacatos et intellegentes, plus forte quam satis, nec tibi ad ex* 
cusationem meam obieci firmissimam consttetudinem, sed saluberrimae con* 
suetudinis reddidi, quam potui, rationem, 

Le passage peut se diviser en deux parties, separees par un 
itdque: dans la premifere, Augustin montre A Boniface que le 
bapt^me est quelque chose de la foi; dans la seconds, il lui decrit 
les efiFets qu’en raison m6me de cet dtre le baptdme produit par 
rapport au j)etit enfant qui le re 9 oit. Les deux parties s’enchainent 
done vitalement, et la r^ponse ne s’achAve qu’A la fin de la se¬ 
conds. Cependant, pour 6tre plus sur de rester fidAle A cette 
pensee si delicatement nuances, dont la progression s’ordonne avec 
un grand art, il semble preferable de les etudier successivement. 

Se pla 9 ant sur le m6me terrain que Boniface, celui de Texpres- 
sion, Augustin commence par signaler deux faits du langage 
Chretien, introduits chacun par nempe, H nous arrive souvent, 
remarque-t-il, de dire aux approches de Paques: «C’est demain, 
ou aprAs-demain, la Passion du Seigneur», et le jour mAme de la 
fAte nous disons: <Aujourd’hui le Seigneur est ressuscite^. En 
realite, le Christ est mort et est ressuscite une fois pour toutes, 
et il y a de longues annees que ces evenements ont eu lieu. Il est 
done impossible de confondre cette realite historique de la Passion 
et de la Resurrection du Seigneur avec ce qui en re 9 oit chaque 
annee le nom: la difference est par trop manifests. Personne 
neanmoins ne nous accuse de mentir A nous exprimer de la sorte. 
C’est qu’il exists entre les jours oh ces evenements se sont passes 
et ces autres jours que nous nommons d’aprAs eux une similitudo: 
par suite en efifet de la marche circulaire du temps, ils occupent 
les uns et les autres une place semblable dans le deroulement de 
I’annee; et, plus encore, la celebration de I’eucharistie amAne A 
dire que s’accomplit ce jour-lA ce qui, en fait, s’est accompli 
longtemps auparavant. H est hors de doute que le Christ n’a ete 
qu’une seule fois immole en lui-mAme, in seipso, mais A chaque 

19 Studia Patristica VI 


Digitized by 


Google 



282 


M.-F. Bebbouard 


solennite pascale, chaque jour m§me, il est immole in Sacramento, 
et ce n’eet pas un mensonge de repondre qu’il est immole k celui 
qui pose la question. 

Pour confirmer et tout ensemble expliquer ce qu’il vient 
d’ecrire, — si enim, enchaine-t-il, — Augustin recourt alors k un 
principe general, Tune des nombreuses definitions des sacrements 
que Ton rencontre dans ses oeuvres: les sacrements, pour 6tre 
vraiment sacrements, doivent avoir quandam similitvdinem avec 
les res dont ils sont les sacrements, si enim sacramenta quandam 
similitvdinem rerum earum, quorum sacramerUa surd, rum haberent, 
omnino sacramenta rum esserU, Nous verrons plus loin le sens qu’il 
faut donner k cette proposition; notons pour I’instant qu’Augustin 
la consid^re comme inattaquable puisqu’il I’apporte en preuve et 
qu’il en fait d’autre part la premiere majeure de ses syllogismes. 

L’argumentation qui suit se deroule en effet sous forme syllo- 
gistique. Les articulations sont nettement marquees: ex hoc 
avJtem similitudine, sicut ergo, nihil autem est aliud, ac 'per hoc, 
Le raisonnement se presente ainsi: 

«Si les ssrcrements n’avaient pas quandam similitvdinem avec 
les res dont il sont les sacrements, ils ne seraient absolument pas 
des sacrements. 

Or c’est k partir de cette similitvdo qu’ils re 9 oivent la plupart 
du temps le nom des res elles-mfimes. 

Done, de m6me que secundum quendam modum le sacrement 
du corps du Christ est le corps du Christ et le sacrement du sang 
du Christ le sang du Christ, de mfime le sacrement de la foi est 
(secundum quendam modum) la foi. 

Mais croire n’est rien d’autre qu’avoir la foi. 

Et de ce fait, lorsque, pour un petit enfant qui n’a pas encore 
le sentiment personnel de la foi, on repond qu’il croit, on repond 
qu’il a la foi k cause du sacrement de la foi et qu’il se convertit 
& Dieu k cause du sacrement de la conversion, puisque la reponse 
appartient elle-mSme k la celebration du sacrement. 

^ Lavacrum aquae in verbo, le baptdme se compose d’un ^16ment materiel, 
Teau, et d’une parole. In £y. Joan., 1.15, 4 et 80, 3; PL 35, 1512; 1840; et 
o'est Funion des deux qui, seule, constitue le sacrement. Cette parole, absolu¬ 
ment n^cessaire mSme en cas de p6ril de mort (cf. De fide et oper., 9, 14; PL 40, 
205—206; De bapt. contra Donat., 113, 21; PL 43, 121) est la profession de foi 
trinitaire, mais aussi Tengagement envers Dieu que les parents prononcent ici 
au nom de Tenfant en r^pondant aux interrogations du ministre. Pas plus que 
Tertullien ou Cyprien, Augustin ne mentionne une formule baptismale d4cla- 
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Malgre son etonnante affirmation, constate alors Augustin, 
cette reponse n’a rien de plus deconcertant que le mot de I’Apotre 
declarant au sujet du baptfime: «Nous avons ete ensevelis avec 
le Christ par le bapt^me». ^ Et il insiste pour eviter toute equivo¬ 
que: «Paul n’a pas dit: Nous avons symbolise Tensevelissement, 
non ait: Sejndturam aignificavimuSy mais il a dit k Tabsolu: Nous 
avons ete ensevelis.» L’Apotre n’a done pas craint lui non plus de 
donner au sacrement le nom de la res elle-mfeme. 

Le texte ainsi parcouru dans le lent circuit de ses demarches, 
il faut essayer d’en degager Tordonnance logique. Augustin ne 
fait en somme que rapprocher trois maniferes de parler, et tr^s 
habilement il insure la reponse des parents lors du bapt^me, qui 
etonnait Boniface, entre le langage des chretiens reparlant, 
chaque annee, de la mort et de la resurrection du Seigneur comme 
d’evenements actuels et le mot de TApotre appelant le baptdme 
ensevelissement avec le Christ. 

Dans ces trois maniferes de parler se retrouve un transfert de 
nom. Il ne saurait faire illusion: il faut maintenir, chaque fois, 
la distance qui separe la realite premiere de ce qui en re9oit le 
nom. Augustin fait pleinement droit par lA k Tobjection de Boni¬ 
face : Tenfant dont on assure qu’il croit n’a pas encore un senti¬ 
ment personnel de foi. Et pourtant, il faut aussi reconnaitre que 
ces maniferes de parler sont legitimes: elles ne representent pas 
que de pures metaphores sans consistance, elles repondent 
exactement k une situation originale. Aussi, e’est Augustin lui- 
m§me qui en fait la remarque, personne ne taxe de mensonge 
celui qui parle, k Paques, de Timmolation du Christ et de sa re¬ 
surrection. Les parents peuvent de mfeme repondre, sans blesser 
la verite, que le petit enfant qu’ils presentent au baptdme croit. 
Quant k la parole de TApotre, sur laquelle se termine le develop- 
pement, il est evident qu’elle ne saurait §tre mise en doute. 


rative qui aurait dite par le ministre au moment de Timmersion. Le 
bapteme ne peut dtre consacr^ qu’in nomint Patris et FUii et Spiritus 
Sancti (Contra litt. Petil., II 80, 178; PL 43, 314) selon le commandement que 
le Seigneur a laiss6 dans I’Evangile (De bapt. contra Donat., VI 25, 47; PL 43, 
214), mais ce sont les interrogations du ministre et les r^ponses du baptist ou 
de ses parents qui tiennent alors la place et remplissent la fonction de la for- 
mule baptismale post^rieure; celle-ci n'apparaitra que plus tard en Occident. 
On comprend d^s lors le texte de notre lettre et ce qu’Augustin a 4crit plus 
haut au sujet des parents: Celebrantur per eos necessaria ministeria et verba 
sacramentorumy sine quihus consecrari parvulus non potest, n. 6. 

^ Rom., 6, 4. 
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Nous sommes ainsi en presence de faits qui se caracterisent 
par rapport k une realite premifere, dont ils sont difiFerents et dont 
neanmoins ils re 9 oivent legitimement le nom. Et cette situation 
s’explique parce que, chaque fois, il s’agit d’un sacrement: les 
Chretiens peuvent parler, lors des solennites pascales, de Tim- 
molation et de la resurrection du Christ propter sacramerUi cele- 
brationem; les parents repondent que I’enfant a la foi propter 
fidei sacramentum et c’est le aacramentum tantae rei que I’Apotre 
appelle ensevelissement avec le Christ. 

Que le sacrement legitime un tel transfert de nom, il le doit 
au fait qu’il possede necessairement une certaine similitudo avec 
la res dont il est le sacrement. Voilct done le mot qui commande 
I’argumentation. 

Les interprfetes Font tous entendu au sens de figure, symbole, 
m^me ceux qui soulignaient par ailleurs le ton realiste du pas¬ 
sage. Mais si quandam similitudinem ne designe rien de plus qu’un 
pur symbole, le texte entier se desagrege, les dififerentes maniferes 
de parler, relevees par Augustin, tombent dans Tequivoque et 
Ton ne voit pas comment pourront s’apaiser les inquietudes de 
Boniface. Aussi bien Augustin prend-il soin lui-m6me de recuser 
par avance cette interpretation en commentant le mot de I’Apotre: 
«I1 n’a pas dit: Nous avons symbolise I’ensevelissement, mais il 
a dit k Tabsolu: Nous avons ete ensevelis.» La poussee du texte 
oblige done k chercher dans une autre direction et seule, me 
semble-t-il, une interpretation realiste de similitudo pent rendre 
compte de son mouvement de va-et-vient. 

Ce realisme de similitudo n’a rien qui puisse surprendre dans 
les perspectives d’Augustin. H repond bien au contraire k cette 
part de platonisme qui marque sa pensee. Qu’il suffise d’lm 
exemple, mais significatif, puisque le probleme est envisage d’une 
manifere toute proche de celle dont est aborde ici le probleme des 
sacrements. Augustin recourt k cette mfime notion de similitudo 
pour expliquer I’existence des creatures qui se tiennent entre 
I’Etre et le neant et dont on pent dire qu’elles sont alors qu’elles 
ne sont pas par soi. D’aprfes lui, en effiet, c’est la similitudo plus 
ou moins imparfaite qu’elles ont avec Dieu qui constitue I’^tre des 
creatures et les hierarchise dans I’ordre du monde.^ Tous les 

^ Quid non pro suo genere ac pro suo modulo hahet similitudinem Deij quando- 
quidem Deus fecit omnia hona valde, non 6b aliud nisi quia ipse summe bonus 
est? In quarUum ergo bonum est quidquid est, in tantum scilicet, quamvis longe 
distantem, hahet tamen nonnuUam similitudinem summi boni; et si naturalem. 
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dtres crees sont composes de mati^re et de forme, la premifere qui 
est pure dissimilitvdo^, la seconde qui est participation k la Si- 
militudo, que le Pfere a engendree son egale, seule Similitudo sine 
uUa dissimilitudine. * Us se presentent done tous comme produits 
d’une tension entre similitudo et dissimilitudo, mais plus grande est 
la part de similitudo qu’ils possedent et plus ils occupent un rang 
eleve dans la hierarchie des natures, et plus aussi leur connaissance 
nous permet de penetrer dans I’intelligence du mystere de la Trinite 
creatrice. Similitudo, on levoit, peut done signifier incomparable- 
ment plus que figure et symbole: e’est la ressemblance avec tout ce 
que le mot comporte de realisme, supposant I’existence reelle, mais 
A des degres divers, de traits communs en plusieurs fitres. «La res¬ 
semblance, ecrit M. Gilson k propos de la creation, joue dans la 
doctrine augustinienne le role d’intermediaire entre I’lmite absolue, 
qui est Dieu, et la multiplicite pure, qui se confondrait k la limite 
avec le neant. Etre semblable k une autre chose, e’est, dans une 
certaine mesure, 6tre cette chose, mais e’est aussi ne pas I’fitre, puis- 
que ce n’est que lui 6tre semblable. La ressemblance est done un 
moyen terme entre I’identite et I’alterite absolues.»^ 

tUiqtie rectam et ordiruUam; si autem vitiosam, tUiqtie turpem atque perversam. 
De Trinit., XI 6, 8; PL 42, 991. 

^ Fecisti omnia, non de te similitvdinemttuim formam omnium, sedde nihilodis- 
simUUudinem informem, quae formaretur per similitudinem tuam, recurrens in te 
unum pro captu ordinaio, quantum cuique rerum in suo genere daium est, etfierent 
omnia bona valde,8ive maneant circa te,sive gradatim remotiori distaniia per tempora 
et locospvlchras variationesfaciant aut patiantur. Conf., XII28,38; PL32,842. 

* Si falsitas ex Us est quae imitaniur unum, non in quantum id imitantur, sed 
in quantum implere non possunt, iUa est veritas quae id implere potuit, et id esse 
quod est iUud; ipsa est quae illud ostendit sicut est; unde et verhum ^us et Ittx eius 
rectissime dicitur. Cetera iUius unius similia dici possunt in quantum sunt, in 
tantum enim et vera sunt; haec est autem ipsa eius similitudo, et ideo veritas, Ut 
enim veritate sunt vera, quae vera sunt, ita similitudine similia sunt quaecumque 
similia sunt, Ut ergo veritas forma verorum est, ita similitudo forma similium est, 
Quapropter vera quoniam in tantum vera sunt, in quantum sunt; in tantum autem 
sunt, in quantum principalis unius similia suni; ea forma est omnium quae sunt, 
quae est summa Similitudo Principii, et Veritas est, quia sine uUa dissimilitudine 
est, De vera religione, 36, 66; PL 34, 151—152. — Etiam ilia quae participations 
similia sunt, recipiunt dissimilitudinem; at ipsa similitudo nullo modo ex aliqua 
parte potest esse dissimilis. Unde fit ut cum similitudo Patris FiliiLS dicitur, quia 
eius participations similia sunt quaecumque suni inter se vel Deo similia (ipsa 
est enim species prima, qua sunt, ui ita dicam, speciata et forma qua formata sunt 
omnia), ex nulla parte Patri potest esse dissimilis. Idem igitur quod Pater, ita 
ut iste Filius sit, ille Pater, id est, iste similitudo, ille cuius similitudo est. De div. 
quaest. 83, q. 23; PL 40, 16—17. 

® Introduction k I’^tude de saint Augustin, Paris 1929, p. 271. 
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Or que I’on donne ici au mot similitudo ce sens fort et realiste 
de ressemblance, dont il est susceptible, la reponse des parents 
regoit sa justification et tout le passage s’eclaire dans son equi- 
libre si mesure. 

D’une part, en efiFet, du fait de sa ressemblance avec la res, 
il y a entre le sacrement et sa res correspondance reelle, parente; 
le sacrement n’est pas etranger k la res dans son 6tre m6me, il la 
contient de quelque fa 9 on, il y participe et c’est cette part de 
res qu*il porte en lui qui permet de I’appeler du nom mfeme de la 
res sans tomber dans la pure metaphore. Mais, d’autre part, 
parce qu’il ne s’agit que d’une ressemblance, un ecart plus ou 
moins grand existe entre le sacrement et la res. La ressemblance 
explique done que le sacrement soit tout ensemble different de la 
res et pourtant si apparente k elle qu’il est reellement quelque 
chose d’elle au point de recevoir legitimement son nom. Le ba- 
lancement du texte devient ainsi pleinement intelligible. 

De m^me Augustin pent dfes lors tres logiquement conclure, 
au terme de son premier syllogisme, que le «sacrement de la foi est 
(dans une certaine mesure) la foi», sicut ergo secundum quendam 
modum sacramentum corporis Christi corpus Christi est, sacra- 
mentum sanguinis Christi sanguis Christi est, ita sacramerUum 
fidei fides est. Autant que la marche de la pensee, I’equilibre de la 
comparaison oblige k retablir le secundum quendam modum dans 
le second membre. La formulation n’en parait que plus remar- 
quable, et Ton dirait bien qu’Augustin a omis trfes intentionnelle- 
ment de repeter les trois mots, comme s’il voulait mettre dans 
son plus haut relief la communaute d’etre du bapt^me et de la 
foi, laissant le soin k son correspondant de se rappeler I’inter- 
valle qui les separe. 

S’il cherche k isoler le premier aspect, c’est qu’il trouve dans 
cette participation du sacrement de la foi k la foi le principe qui 
justifie la reponse des parents, et il eprouve d’autant plus le 
besoin d’affirmer cette proximite, dont il fait la majeure de son 
second syllogisme, que I’objection de Boniface se presente comme 
un bloc inentamable. Il est indiscutable que I’enfant qu’on bap¬ 
tise n’a pas encore la foi comme un sentiment personnel et con- 
scient, mais, nouvelle donnee du problfeme, il re 9 oit le sacrement 
de la foi et c’est k cause du sacrement que les parents repondent 
qu’il croit. La m6me situation complexe se retrouve ici: le petit 
baptise n’a pas encore atteint la realite de la foi et pourtant le 
sacrement de la foi donne le droit d’affirmer qu’il a la foi. C’est 
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que le sacrement de la foi porte en lui une ressemblance de la foi, 
a une certaine participation A la foi et qu’il est par consequent, 
dans une certaine jnesure, la foi. La notion realiste de ressem¬ 
blance, «noyen terme entre I’identite et Talterite absolues», 
permet done encore, mais elle seule, de rendre compte de cet 
etat de choses paradoxal et de reconnaitre tout ensemble la 
verite de I’objection de Boniface et la verite de la reponse des 
parents. 

On peut faire la contre-epreuve. L’enchainement logique, 
etabli par Augustin, fonde la verite de la rdponse des parents sur 
la aimilitvdo qui donne au sacrement de la foi d’etre reellement 
quelque chose de la foi. Mais il est lui-mSme trop au courant des 
lois du raisonnement^ pour ignorer que tout dejA doit 6tre con- 
tenu dans sa majeure et qu’il ne peut aboutir au realisme de sa 
conclusion si son principe ne parle que de symbolisme. De fait, 
que quavdam aimilitvdinem ne designe qu’un pur symbole, le 
sacrement de la foi devient symbole de la foi et la reponse des 
parents simple figure de style, selon les inquietudes de Boniface. 
Au contraire, arguments Augustin, les parents peuvent se pro- 
noncer sur la foi de I’enfant qu’on baptise, car le sacrement de la 
foi est reellement dans une certaine mesure la foi, et s’il est dans 
une certaine mesure la foi, e’est qu’il possAde necessairement, 
comme tout sacrement, une certaine ressemblance avec la foi 
dont il est le sacrement. Le realisme de la conclusion exige done 
le realisme du principe, et cette page ne peut, me semble-t-il, 
avoir un sens que dans la mesure oh similitvdo dit une ressem¬ 
blance reelle du sacrement A la res et donne ainsi au sacrement 
participation reelle A sa res. 

PlacA A I’intersection des deux parties, itaque indique dAs 
Tabord comment elles s’unissent Tune A Tautre: Augustin vient 
d’affirmer dans la premiAre la relation d’Atre du baptAme et de 
la foi; il decrit maintenant les consequences qui decoulent de ce 
mode d’Atre dans le cas du baptAme des enfants. 

Tout peut se resumer en un mot; du fait de son baptAme, 
I’enfant devient im fidAle. Sans doute, par suite de sa volonte 
trop jeune, le petit baptise est encore incapable de poser un acte 
de foi personnelle, et la remarque de Boniface garde ainsi toute 
sa valeur, mais dejA pourtant, parce qu’il possAde la ressemblance 

^ Of. C. Prantl, Geschichte der Logik im Abendlande, I, Graz 1955, 
p. 665-666. 
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de sa res, parce qu’il est dans une certaine mesure la foi, le sacra¬ 
ment de la foi fait de lui un fidele. C’est en eflFet le nom qu’il porta 
desormais k rinterieur de la commimaute chretienne: il se di¬ 
stingue par Ik du catechum&ne qui est compte lui aussi au nombra 
des Chretiens^, il fait partie des croyants et la tradition ancienne, 
canonique et trfes ferme de TEglise le considfere comme tel. * Il ne 
rejoint pas encore dans son esprit et dans son cceur la realite 
m^me de la foi, mais le sacrement qu’il re 9 oit le met dans un tel 
rapport dejk avec la foi qu’il merite en verite ce titre qu’on lui 
donne. 

Loin de n’fitre en efiFet qu’une denomination vide, un pur 
vocable, ce titre r^pond k quelque realite. Il demeure vrai que 
I’enfant n’est pas encore parvenu k un etat de foi consciente, mais 
le nondum souligne qu’il ne s’agit 14 que d’une periode transitoire. 
Et de fait, continue Augustin, lorsqu’il arrivera k I’&ge raison- 
nable, <dl comprendra et il sera accorde, coaptabitur, jusque dans 
sa volonte avec la verite» de son baptfeme. La force du texte 
est etonnante et Ton songe, k le lire, k une evolution naturelle, 
celle d’un germe arrive k maturite, d’une fleur qui devient fruit; 
cet epanouissement est m6me presente comme necessaire, n’atten- 
dant pour se realiser que la venue de la saison propice, le temps 
oil les facultes de I’enfant se seront developpees. Celui-ci attein- 
dra alors k la foi personnelle, k la realite m6me du sacrement, 
eivs verUati, mais c’est le sacrement, re 9 u dans son tout jeime 
&ge et qu’il n’a plus k renouveler, qui I’aura mene jusque 14. Co- 
aptabitur doit prendre en efiFet sa pleine valeur de passif: il suffit 
que les obstacles soient enleves, que le baptise atteigne le point 
de developpement requis, et sans efiFort de sa part, sans aucun 

^ Ubi penis parvtdos haptizaiosf Profecto in numero credentium Et sic 
de his quaerimns: Isle infans christianus est? Eespondeiur: Christianus. Cate- 
chumenus an fiddis? Fidelis; utique a fide,fides a credendo. Serm. 294, 13, 14; 
PL 38, 1343. 

* Augustin formule la loi g4n6rale: Fideles vocantur qui haptizarUur in 
Christo, Epist. 47,2; PL 33,184. Des petits enfants baptises il 6crit: Consuetu- 
dine Ecclesiae antiqua, canonica,fundatissima, parvuli baptizatifideles vocantur, 
Serm. 294,13,14; PL 38,1343. Le texte suivant, de 411, est particuli^rement 
int^ressant par la mani^re dont il pose le probl^me et le i^sout en se r^f^rant 
4 Tautorit^ de TEglise: In quo horum genere ponemus infantes? In eorum qui 
credunt in FUium, an in eorum qui sunt incredtdi Filio? In neutro, ait aliquis; 
quia cum adhuc credere non possunt, nec incredtdi deputandi surd. Non hoc indi¬ 
cat ecclesiastica regula, quae baptizatos infantes fidelium numero adiungit. De 
peccat. merit, et remiss., I 20, 28; PL 44,124. Of. Opus imp. contra lul., I 56; 
PL 44, 1078. 
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jeu de son action, il se trouve tout soudain en harmonie interi- 
eure avec la foi. De fid&le qu’il etait par le sacrement il devient, 
sans avoir besoin de rien faire, fiddle d’une foi consciente et 
volontaire. On ne saurait traduire d’une manifere plus suggestive 
Tefficacite du baptSme par rapport k la foi. 

Et telle est dfes maintenant cette efficacite du sacrement, 
vcdebit sacramentum, qu’en attendant Theure de la foi person- 
nelle, il servira k I’enfant de sauvegarde centre les puissances 
adverses^ et qu’en cas de mort prematuree, il le delivrera de la 
condamnation qui p^se sur Thomme depuis Adam. C’est dire que 
par rapport au petit baptise le sacrement de la foi a la mOme effi¬ 
cacite que la foi. Car Augustin n’ignore pas les paroles du Christ 
sur la necessite pour le salut du baptSme et de la foi. Il n’a pas 
encore sans doute la formule saisissante qu’il opposera, d^s 411, 
aux objections pelagiennes: «Pour les tout-petits croire c’est 
fetre baptisd, ne pas croire ne pas 6tre baptis4)>2, mais, sous une 
forme plus enveloppee, Taffirmation est equivalente: pour un 
enfant, auquel le manque de developpement ne permet pas 
d’acceder k la foi personnelle, le sacrement de la foi tient lieu 
de la foi et a le mOme effet salutaire. 

Ces effets du baptSme des enfants, precise alors Augustin, ne 
sauraient faire Tobjet de fibres discussions: ce n’est pas une 
doctrine qu’il a elaboree lui-m6me k partir de refiexions person- 
nelles, elle appartient k Tenseignement de la foi et qui veut de- 
meurer dans la communaute des fiddles ne peut ni la mettre en 
doute ni la recuser®: <(Qui ne croit pas cela et le regarde comme 
impossible est un infiddle, alors mdme qu’il possdde le sacrement 
de la foi, et le petit baptise lui est de beaucoup superieur; mdme 
s’il n’a pas encore la foi en pensee, il ne lui oppose pas du moins 
I’obstacle d’une 'pensee contraire, et c’est pourquoi il re 9 oit le 
sacrement d’une maniere salutaire.» La demidre phrase insiste k 
nouveau sur I’efficacite objective du sacrement, qui se manifeste 

1 Cf. Conf., 111,18; PL 32, 669. 

* Quis neaciat credere esse infarUibus baptizari, non credere autem non bapti- 
tarif De peccat. merit, et remiss., I 27, 40; PL 44, 132. 

* Inter credentes baptizatos parwlos numerabis; nec iudicare uUo modo aliter 
audebis, si non vis esse apertus haereiicus, Serm. 294, 13,14; PL 38, 1343. — Il 
ajoute un peu plus loin dans le mdme sermon: Credit in altero, qui peccavit in 
aUero; dicitur. Credit; et vcUet, et inter fiddes baptizatos computatur. Hoc hahet 
auctoritas matfis Ecclesiae, hoc fundatus veritatis obtinet canon; contra hoc robur, 
contra inezpugnabilem murum quisquis arietcU ipse confringitur. Ibid., 18, 17; 
PL 38, 1346. 


Digitized by 


Google 



290 


M.-F. Bebrouard 


4 plein dans le cas du baptdme des enfants. Us n’apportent rien 
d’autre que Tabsence de dispositions contraires, mais, comme 
Augustin n’a cesse de le redire 4 longueur d’ouvrages depuis le 
debut de la controverse antidonatiste, le sacrement par lui-mSme 
est saint et produit ses effets; il leur suffit done de recevoir le 
baptSme, dans la passivite de leur 4ge, pour en recevoir en mSme 
temps tous les eflFets de salut. 

Augustin achfeve ainsi de repondre 4 la difficulte de Boniface. 
Les parents affirment, lors du baptfime, que Tenfant qu’ils pre- 
sentent croit, et ils sont en droit de parler ainsi 4 cause du sacre¬ 
ment de la foi. Evidemment, le petit-enfant ne poss4de pas en¬ 
core une foi consciente et volontaire, mais le sacrement de la foi 
fait de lui un fiddle. Ce mot ne signifie pas qu’im classement 
ext^rieur, le rangement dans une categorie d^terminee, il ex¬ 
prime une transformation profonde et mysterieuse, et le change- 
ment est si reel que, le moment venu, le petit baptise passera 
comme tout naturellement 4 la foi personnelle et que, s’il meurt 
auparavant, il echappera au mSme titre que les croyants 4 la 
condamnation d’Adam et de sa race. 

Ces effets du bapt^me des enfants attestent 4 leur tour et 
confirment Tinterpretation realiste donnee 4 similUndo, Pour 
Augustin, e’est dans cette similitudo du sacrement 4 sa m qu’ils 
trouvent leur principe, comme le marque Vitaque qui relie ensem¬ 
ble les deux parties de sa r^ponse; il faut s’en tenir 4 son texte, 
qui n’invoque aucune autre explication. Il parait done clair que, 
dans une telle perspective, il ne saurait 6tre question d’une pur 
symbolisme. Comment un simple symbole, un signe tout exte- 
rieur pourrait-il, 4 lui seul, rendre compte de tant de realites 
presentes et 4 venir? Mais que, par suite de sa ressemblance avec 
la foi, le sacrement de la foi soit reellement, dans une certaine 
mesure, la foi, et Ton entrevoit, sans que le myst^re soit pour 
autant supprim4, qu’il puisse faire de I’enfant qui le re 9 oit un 
fidele, assurer un jour son passage 4 la foi personelle et lui 6tre 
compt6, s’il meurt, au m§me titre que la foi pour le salut. 

Ainsi precises la portee de la reponse d’Augustin, la construc¬ 
tion de son texte, le realisme dont il a charge le terme aimilitvdo, 
il reste 4 etablir le bilan de cette enqufite. 

1. En affirmant que les sacrements doivent avoir une certaine 
ressemblance avec les res dont ils sont les sacrements, Augustin 
n’entend d’aucune manifere formuler le statut symbolique du 
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sacrement. Ce point se situe pour lors hors de son propos, et 
Tinterpretation traditionneUe n’a pu naitre et se maintenir 
qu’en arrachant la phrase & tout son contexte. 

C’est au contraire sur le realisme sacramentel qu’il veut in¬ 
sister quand il exige ainsi, comme une necessite absolue, une 
certaine ressemblance entre le sacrement et sa res: il souligne que 
la res doit etre de quelque mani^re dans le sacrement, que celui- 
ci doit avoir une certaine participation & la res et qu’il ne peut 
fetre sacrement qu’en etant dans une certaine mesure la res elle- 
m§me. 

Mais quelle est la mesure de cette participation? A lui seul, le 
mot similitudo ne saurait le dire: il affirme I’existence de traits 
commims dans les fitres qui se ressemblent, mais, de soi, il ne dit 
rien sur le degre de cette ressemblance. Ainsi le mot peut-il 
§tre employe aussi bien pour la plus lointaine des ressemblances 
avec Dieu que pour la Ressemblance parfaite sans aucune dissem¬ 
blance, et dans le cas des sacrements, I’indefini qvandam simi- 
litudinem pourrait m^me signifier que le degre de ressemblance 
varie avec chacun. 

2. D’une mani^re plus speciale, le realisme eucharistique est 
postule par le texte. Comme A un fait indiscute, c’est A lui qu’Au¬ 
gustin fait appel pour illustrer par un exemple le principe qui lui 
permettra de conclure A la verite de la reponse des parents. Les 
f§tes pascales de tous les ans ont cette premiere ressemblance 
avec la Paque de la resurrection du Christ d’occuper la m§me 
place dans I’annee, mais ce rapprochement temporel reste exte- 
rieur; la ressemblance profonde tient A la celebration de I’Eucha- 
ristie, oil le Christ est immole comme au jour de sa passion. Non 
plus, il est vrai, dans sa chair mfime, in se ipso, — ses mains ne 
sont plus transpercees par les clous, le sang ne coule plus de ses 
plaies, — mais d’une maniAre mysterieuse et pourtant reelle, in 
socramerUo, car celui qui afhrme cette immolation ne parle pas 
contre la verite. 

Faut-il voir une restriction dans le secundum quendam 
modum\ Il ne me parait pas. Les mots s’expliquent suffisamment 
dans le contexte par I’opposition, qui se continue, in se ipso — in 
sacramerUo. Le sacrement du corps du Christ est reeUement le 
corps du Christ, le sacrement du sang du Christ est reellement le 
sang du Christ, mais de cette maniere speciale qu’Augustin 
appelle in sacramento. Il n’en dit pas plus, il ne s’explique pas, 
sans doute mAme reste-t-il volontairement dans le vague, et 
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comme le terme similitudo est par lui-m6me imprecis, il faudra 
recourir 4 d’autres passages pour essayer de definir plus exacte- 
ment le r^lisme sacramentel de Teucharistie. 

3. La m§me constatation s’impose au sujet du bapt6me, les 
demiferes precisions demeurent impossibles. Replacee dans son 
contexte, la formule d’Augustin frappe par son realisme: «Le 
sacrement de la foi est (secundum quendam modum) la foi.» Mais 
qu’entend-il exactement? II se contente d’affirmer cette relation 
d’etre du baptfime et de la foi et il en decrit les etonnantes 
consequences. Peut-§tre faudrait-il chercher dans cette dernifere 
direction qu’il parait lui-m§me indiquer et se rappeler les textes 
oil les sacrements sont presentes comme des forces mysterieuses 
impregnant et penetrant de leur realite celui qui les re 9 oit?^ 

4. Il importe de noter pareillement les limites du texte concer- 
nant les eflFets du bapt^me des enfants. Toute la reponse d’Au¬ 
gustin suppose qu’un changement profond s’est opere dans Tame 
du petit baptise, mais il le suggfere, il le fait pressentir sans pre- 
ciser en quoi il consiste, car ce qu’il decrit ce n’est pas tant cette 
transformation interieure, qu’il am^ne 4 conclure, que ses resul- 
tats par rapport 4 I’enfant. Le mot essentiel est pourtant ecrit: 
de sacrement de la foi fait dej4 de I’enfant un fidfele» et les conse¬ 
quences sont nettement definies; neanmoins I’imprecision de- 
meure. Car, tout en affirmant la verite de la reponse des parents 
au sujet de la foi du petit baptise, il n’accorde pas 4 celui-ci la 
r^lite de la foi proprement dite, et mdme tout son effort temoigne 
de la difference qu’il met entre le fiddle adulte et I’enfant qu’avec 
toute I’Eglise il reconnait cependant comme fidfele. 

Ces imprecisions, qui sont respect devant le mystfere, manife- 
stent peut-4tre encore d’avantage la force des affirmations. C’est 
la premiere fois qu’Augustin reparle du baptdme des enfants 
depuis le De baptismo, mais une comparaison, mdme trfes rapide, 
entre les deux Merits suffit 4 reveler revolution de la pensee. Dans 
I’ouvrage de 400—401, il evoque le bapt^me des enfants pour 
montrer aux Donatistes que, si la conversion du coeur est neces- 
saire pour la reception fructueuse du sacrement, conversion et 
baptdme peuvent en fait 6tre separes et garder leur valeur: ainsi 
chez le bon larron qui ne put dtre baptise, ainsi chez les petits 
enfants qui certe nondum possunt corde credere ad iustitiam et ore 


^ Sur ce sens d'imbuere, voir quelques remarques de P. Th. Camelot, 
fSacramentum fidei», dans Augustinus Magister, Paris 1954, II, p. 892. 
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confiteri ad salutem, ^ L’affirmation est categorique et ne se nuance 
d’aucune restriction, rien n’apparait encore de ce que contiendra 
la lettre k Boniface. Plus loin, par contre, Augustin pose une 
condition pour I’accession de Tenfant k la justice. SictU in IsacXy 
qui octavo mat nativitatis die circumcisua est, praecessit signa- 
culum iustitiae fidei; et quoniam patris fidem imitatua eat, aecvia 
eat in creacente ipaa iuatitia, cuiua aignaculum in infante prat- 
ceaaerat: ita in baptizatia infantibua praecedit regenerationia acxra- 
mentum; et ai chriatianam tenuerint pietatem, aequetur etiam in 
corde converaio, cuiua myaterium praeceaait in cor pore.^ Dans la 
mdme ligne, il fait appel k la misericorde du Tout-Puissant pour 
suppleer, en cas de mort, ce qui manque k I’enfant baptise pour 
6tre sauve: Sicut in illo latrone quod ex baptiami aacramento 
defuercU complevit Omnipotentia benignitaa . . ., aic in infantibua 
qui baptizati moriuntur, eadem gratia Omnipotentia implere ere- 
denda eat, quod non ex impia voluntate, aed ex aetatia indigentia, 
nee corde credere ad iuatitiam poaaunt nec confiteri ad aalutem.^ 
La lettre k Boniface reprend tous ces points, mais k propos de 
chacun elle marque une nette avancee et souligne I’efficacite du 
sacrement: k cause du sacrement de la foi, les parents peuvent 
repondre que I’enfant croit; le temps venu, le petit baptise se 
trouvera accorde comme tout naturellement k la verite du sacre¬ 
ment et, s’il meurt, e’est par le moyen du sacrement que, sur la 
recommandation de la charite de I’Eglise, il echappera au chati- 
ment des fils d’Adam. 

Il est impossible de reduire ces divergences k une simple 
difference d’optique. Elies me paraissent s’expliquer en definitive 
par un approfondissement de la notion du sacrement. Dans le De 
baptiamo, Augustin appelle le baptdme aignaculum iuatitiae fidei. 
Sous la pression de Boniface, il doit pousser son analyse plus 
avant et il lui apparait que, si le sacrement est un signe et un 
symbole, e’est un signe qui implique participation k la realite 
signifiee: Si enim aacramenta quondam aimilitvdinem rerum earum, 
quorum aacramenta aunt, non haberent, omnino aacramerUa non 
eaaerU. 

^ De bapt. contra Donat., IV 23, 30; PL 43, 174. 

* Ibid., IV 24, 31; PL 43, 176. 
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Zur Ideengeschichte von Augustin, Confessiones X 35 
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In dem Fazit seiner geistigen und geistlichen Entwicklung, 
das Augustin im 10. Buch der Confessiones gibt und ab cap. 30 
am Leitfaden der genera vitiorum nach 1. Job. 2,16 entfaltet, ist 
der curiositas (c.) ein ganzes Kapitel gewidmet. Die c. ist eine 
forma tentaiionis in doppeltem Sinne: 1. durch die experiendi 
noscendique libido wird der Mensch in „Versuchung“ gezpgen; 
2. die c. zielt auf ihre Gegenstande selbst tentandi cavsa, um sie 
in den ,,Versuch‘‘ zu nehmen. Im Versuchen der Dinge auBer 
ihm scheint der Mensch sich dieVersuchungzu verhehlen, inderer 
selbst durch die c. steht. Die letzte Steigerung dieses nach auBen 
abgelenkten Versuchens richtet sich auf Gott: in ipsa religions 
dens tentatury cum signa et prodigia flagitantur, non ad aliquam 
salutem, sed ad solam experierUiam desiderata (X 35,55). Wie 
bei der so nachhaltig wirksamen augustinischen Unterscheidung 
von uti und frui in bezug auf die Welt, ist hier beziiglich des 
Wissens das Kriterium der Instrumentalitat herausgestellt. Er- 
kenntnis und Wissenschaft sind nur zu oft die Vorwande, unter 
denen sich die vana et curiosa cupiditas experiendi verbirgt. Im 
Katalog der Gegenstande der c. stehen die naturae operta an 
dritter Stelle: quae scire nihil prodest et nihil alivd quam scire 
homines cupiunt, Hier glaubt man, ein Zitat des ersten Satzes 
der Metaphysik des Aristoteles vor sich zu haben, nur ist der 
rechtfertigende Bezug auf die Naturgegebenheit des Wissen- 
wollens weggelassen und so dem Ganzen eine negative Wendung 
gegeben; die rwv ala^aeajv dydurjaiQ, auf die sich Aristoteles 
berhfen konnte, kann kein bestatigendes aYjpelov mehr sein 
(980a 22), und die „Reinheit“ des Sehens ^rji; ist 

nun zur vana cura einer heillosen Weltverfallenheit geworden. 

Deutlicher wird, was Augustin unter c. versteht, an einer 
fruheren Stelle Conf, V 3. Hier berichtet er iiber die Motive der 
Abkehr vom Manichaismus. Gelegentlich einer Begegnimg mit 
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dem Manichaer Faustus geht ihm plotzlich auf, welchen geringen 
Wert die kosmologischen Spekulationen der Gnostiker haben, 
weim man sie gegen die exakten €i8tronomischen Vorausberech- 
niingen der „Philo8ophen“ halt. Dieser Kontrast geniigt, um ihm 
den Manichaismus zu diskreditieren; der Leser konnte nun aber 
schlieBen, daB eine „B®kehrung“ zu der als so tiberlegen er- 
wiesenen Philosophie fallig sei. Um diese Konsequenz auszu- 
schlieBen, baut A. einen hier sonst gar nicht motivierten Ge- 
dankenschritt ein, der die eben noch gegen die Gnosis wohl- 
fungierende Philosophie sogleich wieder kritisch entwertet: eben 
jene exakte astronomische Prognostik, die den Manichaer ins 
Unrecht setzte, erweist sich nun als Paradigma einer selbst- 
genugsamen theoretischen Leistimg, durch die der Mensch in 
die impia auperbia gerat. Gott versagt sich denen, deren curioaa 
peritia die Sterne und Sandkomer zahlen will, den Himmels- 
raum und die Gestimbahnen zu berechnen beansprucht. Aber 
weshalb entzieht sich hier Gott? Weil, so antwortet A., der 
Mensch sich mit seiner theoretischen Leistung so identifiziert, 
daB er ihre Bedingtheit nicht mehr wahrnimmt und wahrhaben 
will: non enim religiose quaerunt unde habeant ingenium, quo 
ista quaerunl. Erst nach diesem Exkurs, der den Eindruck der 
Philosophie fiir den Leser zu neutralisieren hat, kann A. zugeben: 
muUa tamen ah eis {sc, philosophis) ex ipsa creatura vera dicta 
retinebam ... (V 3,6). Aber diese biographisch faktische und mit 
einer bestimmten Vorsicht konstruierte Verbindung von Astro- 
nomie und WiBbegierde hat sich geistesgeschichtlich tief ein- 
gepragt imd gehort zu den Voraussetzungen dafiir, daB am Beginn 
der Neuzeit eine astronomische Reform zum Signal einer radi- 
kalen Umwertung der c. werden konnte. An anderen Stellen hat 
A. sehr viel weniger tiefgriindig astronomische Fragen zur 
Genesis mit der Begrundung beiseite geschoben, wem es um die 
Sache seines Heils ginge, gezieme es nicht, tali inquisitioni rebus 
gravioribus et melioribtis necessarium tempos impendere (De gen, 
ad lilt, II 23 + 34). Eine sehr viel genauer zugreifende Analyse 
der astronomischen c. findet sich De civ, dei XXI 8: hier geht es 
um die Souveranitat des gottlichen Willens liber die Natur- 
gesetze, die er selbst begriindet hat. Das vermeintliche Faktum 
einer Mutation von Erscheinung und Bahn der Venus dient als 
sicheres Indiz dafiir, daB der Kosmos als ganzer nach Ursprung 
und Bestand ein widerrufliches Faktum ist. Die Astronomie aber 
unterstellt eine ewige imd unwandelbare Gesetzlichkeit der 
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Himmelserscheinungen, sie legt Attribute des Gottlichen not- 
wendig ihrem Gegenstande bei, und das mviare naturas eines 
Gottes ist ihrem Wahrheitsanspruch wesenswidrig. Dieser 
Wahrheitsanspruch aber gilt A. als eitel angesichts dessen, was 
doch schon Varro (abgesehen also von biblischen Ereignissen) 
von einer Venus-Mutation wisse: . . . sui cursus ordinem legemqtie 
mutavit. Turbavit profecto tunCy si ulli iam ftLerunt canones astro- 
logorum , . . Die c. besteht also nicht nur darin, verborgene 
Wahrheiten der Natur aufzudecken, sondem noch mehr darin, 
uberhaupt auf einer „Wahrheit“ der Natur zu insistieren. 

Fiir die auf systematisierende Formeln ansprechende scho- 
lastische Tradition ist die augustinische Exegese zum 8. Psalm 
wichtig geworden {Enarr, in Ps. VIII 13). Hier wie auch sonst 
lohnt es sich, auf das ,3^hrfnis** nach einer Allegorese zu 
achten. Der 8. Psalm fragt, was der Mensch sei, und antwortet, 
dafi er nur wenig unter der Gottheit stehe, die ihn zum Herm 
iiber ihre Werke gesetzt und ihm alles untertan gemacht babe, 
wobei Vieh, Vogel und Fische besonders aufgezahlt werden. 
A. lenkt sofort davon ab, daB hier etwas uber das Verhaltnis des 
Menschen zur Natur gesagt sein konnte, und findet vielmehr die 
Herrschaft des Gottmenschen iiber die drei genera vitiorum aus- 
gesprochen. In diesem Lasterkatalog stehen c. und superbia 
nebeneinander; das ist ein wesentlicher Unterschied zu Conf, V 3, 
wo die superbia als Genus der c. erscheint. Die Allegorese der c. 
durch die Fische (die pisces curiositatis auch Conf, V 3) hat ihr 
Tertium in der augenblickshaften Fllichtigkeit imd Spurlosigkeit 
ihrer Wege in den Tiefen des Meeres; so ist das pertinacissimum 
studium inania et praeterfluentia requirentium. Die c. wird hier 
ganz von ihrem Gegenstand her ins Unrecht gesetzt: es sind die 
zeitlichen, nichtigen, fliichtigen Objekte, die den geistigen Auf- 
wand entwerten. In der Ideengeschichte der c. drangt die Defi¬ 
nition durch bestimmte Erkenntnisbereiche (naiuralUiy cae- 
lesiia) diejenige durch eine bestimmte Erkenntnisgesinnung 
zuriick, imd diese Bedeutungsverschiebung fiihrt wesentlich 
zu dem friihneuzeitlichen Pathos der Natur- und Himmels- 
forschung, die den homo curiosus (schlieBlich den Faust) ganz 
vom Gegenstandlichen her, vom BewuBtsein der AufschlieBung 
verbotener, durch eine Art theologischer Eifersucht vorent- 
haltener Regionen her aufwertet. DaB dabei auch die superbia 
eine Rolle gespielt habe, ist erst von Nietzsche und Burckhardt 
in die ,,Renaissance“ reflektiert worden. 
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Betrachtet man die c. bei A. unter einem biographisch-gene- 
tischen Gesichtspunkt, so soheint allerdings die objektive Deu- 
tung der subjektiven vorauszugehen. In der friihen Schrift 
De morUma Ecclesiae et de moribvs Manichaeorum I 36—38 wird die 
temperantia sAb Ziigel der cupiditas an der Spitze des Tugend- 
katalogs behandelt; die Begierde ist hier ein Effekt der durch das 
Ange einwirkenden Lockungen der Korperwelt. Zeugnis dessen 
sind die heidnischen Vergottimgen der Gestime, die hier gno- 
stisch-bosartigen Schimmer zu haben scheinen. So kommt es zu 
einer ganz dualistischen Formulierung: Vetiti aulem sumua 
converti ad ea quas videntur . . . Amandvs igitur solvs deua eat: 
omnia veto iate mundua^ id eat, omnia aenaibiliacontemnenda ... Hier 
ist die Innerlichkeit noch ganz als Emanation objektiver Quali- 
taten gesehen, und die c. daher als das Sich-offnen gegentiber 
solcher Einstrahlimg, als Preisgabe an die Infektion durch die 
Welt. Wer die Natur curioaiaaime intentiaaimeqne durchforscht, 
glaubt etwas GroBes zu tun; in Wirklichkeit wird er von seinem 
Objekt gefangen und iiber seine eigene Wahrheit getauscht, wie 
es den Astronomen ergeht: unde tanta etiam auperbia gignitur, ut 
in ipao coelo, de qtio aaepe diaputant, aibimet habitare videantur, 
Man muB sich vergegenwartigen, daB A. hier (in dem Glauben, 
die verblendetste Illusion bloBzustellen) die Formel vorpr%t 
flir das, was im BewuBtsein bewirkt zu haben sich die kopemi- 
kanische Astronomie rtihmen wird: Galilei nimmt fiir sie in 
Anspruch, den Stammplatz des Menschen aus dem Bodensatz 
des Weltalls zum Gestim erhoben zu haben. (Gbrigens ist die 
hier besprochene Augustin-Stelle durch das Zitat des Thomas 
von Aquino, Sa. theol, II/2 q. 167 a. 1 fiir das Mittelalter heraus- 
gehoben worden.) 

Ihren vollen Gehalt bekommt die Vorstellung der c. erst 
dadurch, daB sie in „Konkurrenz“ zu einem forcierten Glaubens- 
begrifiF gesetzt wird. In SermoCXll 3—6 gibt A. eine allegorische 
Exegese zu Luk. 14,16—24, wobei hier das zu v. 19 (Entschuldi- 
gung des zweiten der zum groBen Mahl Geladenen, er habe fiinf 
Joch Ochsen gekauft und miisse sie priifen) Gesagte interessiert. 
„Funf Joch Ochsen“ bedeutet die aenaua camia huiua: quinque 
aunt, et iuga aunt', zugleich bedeutet es den InbegriflF der „Ent- 
8chuldigungen“ vom reinen Glauben. Sollten die Sinne nicht dem 
Menschen zur Wahrheit geniigen: novi, aentio, teneo; natura ipaa 
me docetl Der Wille begibt sich so unter das ,,Joch“ der Sinne: 
in eia quinque aensibua totiua voluntatia aibi regulaa ponunt. Das 

20 Studia Patristica VI 
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ist hier die c.: Resistenz gegen das nicht zu Vergegenwartigende, 
insbesondere der biblischen Ereignisse, wahrend die fides gerade- 
zu der extremste Verzicht auf irgendetwas der sinnlichen Be- 
glaubigung Nahekommendes ist: non enim faciem camia domini 
videre in hoc tempore concupivimus. Es laBt sich fast greifen, wie 
hier der superbia des Sehen-wollens eine neue Form des Hoch- 
muts des Nicht-sehen-wollens gegeniibertritt: aed noa ibi non 
fuimua. Aus der Opposition gegen die fidea nimmt die c. damo- 
nische Ziige an (mit der dualistischen Inklination seines Denkens 
ist A. nie ganz fertig geworden) und es kommt zu folgender 
rhetorisch glanzenden Pointe: non ibi fuit Paulua qui credidit: ibi 
fuit Judaa qui tradidit. Aber Gott bedient sich noch des Damo- 
nischen als Mittel: in der einleitenden Bemerkung zu dieser 
Allegorese macht A. auf die Dimkelheit der SteUe aufmerksam: 
aliquid procul dubio eat, quod noa ad quaerendum et intelligendum 
obacurUaie aui provocai — worauf konnte sich die Provokation 
der Dunkelheit anders richten als auf unsere curioaitaai Als 
Motiv der allegorischen Exegese ist sie sanktioniert. 

Es gibt im Bereich des hellenistischen und spatantiken Den¬ 
kens keine Vorstellung, die der augustinischen c. adaquat ware. 
Trotzdem laBt sich zeigen, daB in diesem Begriff eine ganze 
Reihe von gedankliohen Motivationen zusammentrifiFt und 
kulminiert. Fast alle Philosophenschulen konnten dazu beige- 
tragen haben, wenn wir das auch nicht in jedem FaU eruieren 
konnen. 

DaB die akademische Skepsis hereingewirkt hat, scheint 
mir sicher zu sein; in ihrem Geiste hat Cicero doch liberhaupt 
das Wort curioaitaa in Kurs gesetzt (ad Att. II 12,2), dessen 
„lateinischem Nebenton“ (W. Theiler, briefl.) kein griechisches 
Korrelat gleichkommt. Freilich fehlt in der Skepsis die adaquate 
Wertkonkurrenz: die Maxime der inoxi] ist Resignation, und der 
erste Satz der aristotelischen Metaphysik beschreibt jetzt ein 
triigerisches Versprechen der Natur. DaB die akademische 
Skepsis dogmatisch ist (wie auch A. s Voraussetzungen der c.), 
geht auf ihren Ursprung aus der Ubersteigerung der Ideen- 
transzendenz zuriick; sie konnte so leicht zum Substrat eines 
Fideismus umgepragt werden, das man immer wieder in patri- 
stischen Texten durchhort: ego neacio, non requiro (Hilarius Piet., 
de trin. II 9). Kein Leser wird das als Formel intellektueller 
Demut verstanden liaben (die man in spatmittelalterlichen 
Texten sofort untcrstellen wiirde). 
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DaB die ,,Seelenge8chichte“ des Neuplatonismus auf die 
augustinische c. eingewirkt hat, ist ebenfalls sicher. Die Wert- 
konkurrenz von Einheit und Vielheit, Geist und StoflF zeichnet 
die „Richtungen“ vor, in denen sich seelische Bewegungen 
orientieren konnen. Der Blick auf die Einheit des Geistigen 
erfullt die Urseele zu ihrer Bestimmung; aber auch als Weltseele 
fungiert sie noch ojigaypiovi dwdfjiei rdde to tiov xoapiovaa (Plotin, 
Enn. IV 8,2). Sinkt sie aber zur Vereinzelung der Menschenseele 
herab, dann kann sie sich nur bewahren, indem sie nach oben 
auf ihre Herkunft oder auf sich selbst den Blick gerichtet halt 
und der in ihr wirksamen Kraft widersteht, die sie auf die niedere 
Welt ablenkt. Aber die Seele ermudet in diesem Widerstand, 
und es erfolgt eine negative Konversion vom Einen zum Vielen, 
vom Ganzen zu den Teilen, woraus einDasein der ,,Zerstreuung“ 
(IV 8,4: Tto^vTtQayjnovei) entspringt, ein Vergessen des wesen- 
haften Einen an der Attraktion des Vielen. Die eigentiimliche 
Funktion des ,,Sehens“ bei diesem Vorgang ist Enn. I 8,4 noch 
eindrucksvoller beschrieben, so weitgehend, daB das Sein des 
Sehenden ganz von dem effiziert (nicht nur affiziert) wird, was er 
sieht: zum Nus gewendet, ist die Seele ganz geistbestimmt, zur 
Hyle konvertiert, wird sie ganz von Dunkelheit und Unbestimmt- 
heit erfullt, gierig vom StofiF assimiliert. Das Sehen hat hier 
nicht mehr die antike Distanz der Theoria, es ist standiges Sich- 
aussetzen an die erhebenden oder niederziehenden Wirkkrafte 
des G^sehenen; im Sehen vollzieht sich daa Sich-bewahren und 
das Sich-verlieren: avrrjg ngoeXi^ovaa . . . axdrov 6 q^ . . . pXi- 

novaa elg S pirj pXinei . . . Es waltet hier eine merkwiirdige meta- 
physische Mechanik des Sehens, die die Blickwendung als inn ere 
Entscheidung auslaBt: Ist es der Influx des StofiFes, der die Seele 
zur Selbstaufgabe zwingt, oder gibt erst ein freier Wesens- 
verzicht dem Niederen seinen Raum? Man sieht sogleich: an 
dieser SteUe miiBte das griechische Korrelat der c. auftauchen; 
aber die Stelle bleibt leer. Sie besetzt zu haben, ist A. s Originali- 
tat. Die noXvnqayfioavvri leistet das nicht: sie gehort imter die 
Folgephanomene des Selbstverlustes durch die ,,wiBbegierige“ 
Blickwendung. 

Den Roman des Apuleius beriicksichtige ich hier nicht; ist er 
auch ,,eine groBe Verhohnung der hellenistischen c.“ (C. Schnei¬ 
der), so ist er doch eben nur eine Verhohnung und hat seinen 
Platz sicher in der Wortgeschichte von c., wozu H. J. Mette 
(Festschr. Snell. 1956, 227—235) alles gesagt hat. Selbstverstand- 
20 * 
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lich ist die Induktion eines Wortes in den Zeitgeist nicht neben- 
sachlich fiir den Ideentransport. 

Was Epikureisches betrifift, so laBt sich wohl nur zeigen, 
daB es einen bestimmten Aspekt von c. gegeben hat, der in der 
komplexen Vorstellung sicher beteiligt ist. Die Behandlung 
meteorischer und stellarer Phanomene durch Epikur, wie sie uns 
etwa der Pythoklesbrief bezeugt, ist deutlich ironisch gegentiber 
jedem Anspruch der WiBbegierde und geht nur auf die Abstellung 
der hinter den Problemen lauemden Furcht: nicht biiarrifAri^ 
sondem draga^lav xal nlaxiv fidfiaiov will er erreichen (85). Das 
OfiFenbleiben aller moglichen Hypothesen darf unbefriedigend, 
es muB nur beruhigend sein hinsichtlich der Furcht vor irgend- 
einer Bedrohung. Die Phanomene (z. B. die GroBen der Himmels- 
korper) konnen in ihrer Erscheinung unbefragt gelassen werden: 
das Ansichsein ist juiij ngog i^judg ri (94), soweit es nicht unsere 
Gemutsruhe betrifift. Die WiBbegierde hat dabei keine Legiti- 
mitat, sie ist nur zu oft ddvvara •deaygelv im&v/Lidjv, und damit der 
Enttauschung ausgesetzt. Das Sich-halten an das Mogliche (93) 
ist ganz der Okonomie der draga^ia untergeordnet (cf. 96). 
Epikureisches spielt aber auch noch eine andere Rolle in der 
Wort- und Begrififsgeschichte von c.: bei Cicero (de nat, dear, 
I 20,64 = Usener 362) wird der Gott der Stoiker als Gegenstand 
der Furcht und Belastimg fiir den Menschen dargestellt, weil er 
sich in seiner ,,Vorsehung“ um alles kiimmert: quis enim non 
timeat omnia jyrovidentem et cogitantem et animadvertentem et omnia 
ad se pertinere jmtantem, curiosum et plenum negotii deumi Die 
in dem curioms steckende cura ist der Kem auch der providentia, 
deshalb widerspricht sie der schwerelosen Seligkeit des Gotter- 
daseins; c. und Gliick sind unvereinbar. Aber dieser Gedanken- 
gang dient doch nur dazu, den Menschen dariiber zu beruhigen, 
daB sich die Gotter nicht in alles „hineinstecken“. Hier ist ein 
einziges Mai die Grenze gottlicher und menschlicher „Zustandig- 
keit“ auch fiir die theologische Seite verbindlich, und der stoische 
Gott ist curiosvSy weil er diese Grenze nicht einhalt. 

In Ciceros Pflichtenlehre (de off, I 6,18) steht zwar unter den 
fundierenden propria hominis die Erforschung des Wahren 
obenan, aber mit der spezifisch romischen Einschrankung: cum 
sumus necesaariis negotiia curisque vacui (14,13). Vom Gegen- 
standlichen her wie auch an sich selbst ist die Begierde nach der 
cognitio rerum aut occultarum aut admirabilium ganz unschuldig; 
nur durch ihren proportionalen Anteil in der Okonomie des Not- 
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wendigen werden die res obscurm der Tugend gefahrlich, weil sie 
ein nimis magnum stvdium erfordem, das von den Forderungen 
des Tages abhalt (a rebus gerendis abduci): virtuiis enim laus 
omnis in actione consistit (I 6,19). Hinter dieser Okonomie steht 
eine teleologische Pramisse: das Dunkle ist auch das als iiber- 
fliissig Indizierte. Seneca hat diesen Gedanken der theoretischen 
Okonomie noch sehr viel deutlicher teleologisch begriindet in dem 
fiir diesen Zusammenhang wesentlichen 88. Luciliusbrief: plus 
scire velle quam sit satis, intemperantiae genus est (88,36). Aber der 
Inkonsequente hat andemorts (de otio 32) die dem Menschen 
eingeborene WiBbegierde durchaus als Legitimation weitesten 
theoretischen Anspruches genommen: curiosum nobis ingenium 
natura dedit . . . perditura fructum sui, si tarn magna, tarn clara, 
tarn svbtiliter ducta, tarn nitida et non uno genere formosa solitudini 
ostenderet. 

Wie eine solche Konzeption von den patristischen Autoren 
rezipiert wird, zeigt sich am besten an der Paraphrase zu der 
eben gegebenen Cicero-Stelle bei Ambrosius (de off, min, I 26 
bis 27). Hier wird ausdrticklich dagegen polemisiert, daB Cicero 
Astronomic und Geometric zugelassen habe, deren Unter- 
suchungen und Messungen doch so dunkle Dinge vor sich hatten, 
daB die ,,Sache des Heils'* dabei hintangesetzt wtirde (26,122). 
In das Schema Ciceros ist eine neue Wertekonkurrenz einge- 
tragen. Auf die res obscura^ auszugehen, bedeutet nun, in die 
Hoheitsrechte Gk)ttes einzugreifen — was sollte sonst in diesem 
Zusammenhang der Hinweis auf einen „kunftigen Richter, dem 
das Verborgene nicht entgeht“ (26,124)? Einen eschatologischen 
Vorbehalt finden wir schon bei Origenes (de princ, II 11,6), wo 
die Seelen aus dem Purgatorium nicht sogleich in den Himmel 
eingehen, sondem in eine paradiesische schola animarum ein- 
gewiesen werden, wo sie de omnibus his, quae in terris viderunt, 
doceantur, Ein solcher ,,Vorbehalt“ spielt in der patristischen 
Behandlung der c. eine groBe Rolle. Laktanz laBt den Menschen 
als das letzte der gottlichen Werke geschaflfen sein, ne perspiceret 
homo dei opera (div, inst, II 8,61). Die Wahrheit ist ein arcanum 
summi dei (I 1,5), und OflFenbarung daher ihre einzig legitime 
Manifestationsform: adeo nefas existimandum est ea scrutari, quae 
deus voluit esse celata (II 8,64). Die Okonomie unserer WiB¬ 
begierde kann nach dieser Konzeption von Gott ,,gesteuert“ 
werden: er gibt aus seinem Schatz nur das heraus, was zur 
Lebensfristung notwendig ist, quae vero ad curiosam et profanam 
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cupiditatem pertinebant reticuit, ut arcana esaent (II 8,70). Die 
gottliche Hoheitssphare und die menschliche Bedurfnissphare 
scheineneinanderklarabgegrenztgegeniiberzustehen. Sokrates 
wird als der Gegentypus derjenigen herausgestellt, die so unver- 
standig und gottlos sind, quod in aecreta coelestia illiua providen- 
tiae curioaoa oculos voluerint inmittere (III 20,2). Merkwiirdig, 
daB gerade Sokrates jenes programmatische Quod supra noa nihil 
ad noa zugeschrieben wird (III 20,10), da doch er der einzige 
uns bekannte Grieche ist, der sich gegen den Vorwurf der WiB- 
begierde zu verteidigen hatte (Apologie 19 B: neqieQydl^eodai ci. 
Xenophon, Memor. I 1,14; Aristophanes, Nvb. 233,1404). Bei 
Arnobius kommt die skeptische Facette der c. besonders 
deutlich heraus {adv. gentea II 57): die curiositaa humana fiihrt 
uns zu der inanisaima rea und dem aupervacuum opus, iiber Dinge 
Behauptungen aufzustellen, iiber die wir nichts wissen konnen: 
veatria non eat rationibtis liberum implicare voa talibua, et tarn 
remotas inutiliter curare rea (II 61). Aber auch die augustinische 
Wertekonkurrenz von Naturerkenntnis und Selbsterkenntnis ist 
hier formuliert, wenn er seine Adressaten fragt; primum et ipsi 
penitus perspicitia voa ipsos, aiquando de rebus diaceptatia obacuria, 
et naturalia pergitia reaerare secreta'i (II 6) Hinsichtlich meta- 
physischer Fragen ist die Skepsis nun mit dem Majestatsinteresse 
Gottes begriindet; ftir den Menschen gilt: reaponsionis necesaitas 
rndla eat (1155). Fiir Tertullian ist die c. mit geradezu da- 
monischer Blindheit geschlagen. Sie trieb zwar die antiken 
Autoren dazu, Biblisches zu iibernehmen, aber sie waren dabei 
gloriae et eloquential aoliua libidinoai, daB sie die einfache Wahr- 
heit nicht wahmahmen und so aus ihrer curiositaa nur die scrupu- 
lositas hervorging (Apolog. 47,3—4). Dieser Zusammenhang 
fiihrte, durch ein MiBverstehen des zeitbedingten Sinnes der 
biblischen Aufforderung ,,Suchet undihrwerdetfinden!“ (Matth. 
7,7), vom Glauben zum spitzfindigen Suchen zuriick und von 
da in die Haresie (de praesc, haer, 8). Andererseits, wo es dariun 
geht, das latena bonum der Christen kennenzulemen, da erlahmte 
die natlirliche WiBbegierde: hie tantum curiositaa humarva torpea- 
cit: amant ignorare . . . malunt neacire (Apolog. 1,8). Das ist die 
voile Damonisierung der WiBbegierde: der Wahrheitswille hebt 
sich in seiner Illusion selbst auf. 

Die augustinische Vorstellung der c. ist vielfaltig vorbereitet 
und angebahnt; dennoch ist sie in ihrer Tiefe und Bezugsfiille 
authentische Konzeption Augustins. 
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We are warned by Augustine himself that there are certain 
topics, in a fallen world, upon which our discourse should be 
restrained by modesty, rather than assisted by eloquence^, and I 
am well aware that the Augustinian doctrine of concupiscence 
has been a scandal to certain worthy persons in the past*. I do 
not desire to dwell on the scabrous; indeed, my concern is with 
a more general consideration of Augustine’s teaching regarding 
lust than it usually receives. The subject, for obvious reasons, 
is apt to be discussed in its sexual connotation alone — a legacy, 
no doubt, from the last great struggle with Julian of Eclanum, 
who seems to have been well nigh obsessed with it®. Augustine 
was well aware of the sexual implications of the word lust. “Al¬ 
though there are many lusts yet, when the word ‘lust’ is spoken 
without any mention of the object, we commonly understand 

^ De Civitate Dei, XIV 26: De rebus loquimur nunc pttdendis et idea, quam- 
vis arUequam earum puderet, qucdes esse poiuissent coniciamus ut possemus^ 
tamen necesse est, ut rostra disputatio magis frenetur ea, quae nos revocat, vere- 
cundia, quam eloquerUia, quae nobis parum svbpetit, adiuvetur, 

* E. g. the comment of Hamsck that Augustine’s remarks on marriage are 
*hdchst ekelhaft’, Dogmengeschichte, Bd. Ill, 1890,191, n. 3. The phrase was 
retained in the 3rd ed.. Ill, 1897,196, n. 8, and hence in the E. T., V, London, 
1898, 211, n. 5. It disappears in the 4th 1910, 210—211, n. 8. Hamack’s 
comment is cited, with relish and an inadequate reference, by Thomas Allin, 
The Augustinian Revolution in Theology, London 1911, 142: ‘“Hdchst ekel- 
haft’ is the verdict of so staunch an ally as Hamack. 'Perfectly loathsome* 
indeed is the constant iteration of membra genitalia, membrorum inobedientia, 
concvbitus, in his pages. It is the thought of an ex-profligate round whom, 
though risen, the grave clothes of his past are still clinging.** Hamack and 
Allin are both, to my mind, unneccessarily squeamish. 

’ See Georges de Plinval, P61age: ses Merits, sa vie, et sa r6forme, Lausanne 
1943, 360: "Les principes les plus 61ev6s ne sent plus pour [Julien] qu’une 
mati^re de chicane. La seule question qu’il soit en mesure de traiter, non 
avec largeur de vues, mais avec abondance, est celle de la libido.'* This seems 
to me a thoroughly just verdict. 
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by it sexual desire”^. This declaration will be my starting point; 
and it will immediately be noticed that, in the passage quoted, 
Augustine employs the word libido, and not concupiscentia. One 
is tempted to ask whether this choice of a particular word has 
any significance, and to wonder whether there is a subtle diffe¬ 
rence between libido and concupiscentia. It is impossible, in the 
time at my disposal, to do more than to present my own view 
that, when used to describe sexual desire, (which I shall hence¬ 
forth generally denominate concupiscence, to avoid confusion), 
the two words are virtually interchangeable*; but when any 
other lust is mentioned, KWdo is the one used, very occasionally 
supplemented by cupiditaa. 

I have said that I have not time to argue the case for the 
mutual interchangeability of libido and concupiscentia, when 
they mean concupiscence; but it is possible to demonstrate it by 


* De Civ. Dei, XIV 16: Cum igitur sitU muUarum lihidinta rtrum, tamen 
cum libido didtur neque cuius rei libido sit additur, non fere adsolet animo 
occurrere nisi iUa, qua obscenae partes corporis eaccitantur, 

* Examples of their use together abound, and I will cite only three: 
(1) C. Duas Epist. Pelag., 117, 34—35, where Augustine, discussing the con¬ 
dition of human sexuality before the Fall, offers his Pelagian adversaries the 
choice of four possibilities: that libido existed unrestrained; that it existed and 
had constantly to be restrained; that it was under the control of the will, 
(aut tune ad nutum voluntatis libido consurgeret, quando esse concubitum fteces- 
sarium casta prudentia praesensisset); or that it did not exist at aU. He rejects 
the first two alternatives as unworthy, and assumes that the Pelagians will not 
accept the fourth on their own first principles. Of the third, he writes: iUud 
vobis saltern placebit, quod tertio loco posuimus, ut iUa carnalis concupia- 
centia, cuius motus ad postremam, quae vos muUum delectat, pervenit volupta- 
tern, nunquam in paradiso, nisi cum ad gignendum esset necessaria, ad voluntatis 
nutum exsurgeret, Hanc si placet vobis in paradiso coUocare, et per talem con- 
eupiscentiam carnis, quae nee praeveniret, nec tardaret, nec excederet im- 
perium voluntatis, vobis videtur in iUa felicitate filios potuisse generari, non re- 
pugnamus, (ibid., 35). Here, in the same context, Augustine has replaced the 
word libido first by carnalis concupiscentia and, secondly, by the more common 
concupiscentia camis. (2) Another example may be found in De Peccato Ori- 
ginali, XXXIV 39, where Augustine first speaks of marriage, which is itself 
good, as making a great good etiam de libidinis malo, and, a little later, 
(ibid., XXXVII 42), ennumerates the good of marriage — offspring, chastity, 
and the sacrament — and distinguishes it from the carnalis concupiscentiae 
malum, (3) Compare the references in De Nuptiis et Concupiscentia, 116,18 
to the pudenda carnis concupiscentia quae in paradiso nec ante peccatum 
fuit, nec post peccatum esse permissa est with the statement in the Opus Imper- 
fectum c. lulianum, II42, that both generation and birth might have taken 
place in Paradise sine pudenda libidine ,,, si nemo peccasset. 
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a very cursory examination of the De Nuptiis et Concupiscentia, 
Book I, where Augustine speaks of libido^; concupiscentia^; 
libido camalia^; camaXia concupiscerUia^; camis concv/piacerUia^; 
and pudenda camis (xmcwpiscerUia^y all to describe the state of 
mind we call concupiscence. If it is asked why Augustine made 
use of two different words to express the same emotion, one 
obvious answer presents itself: that of literary convenience, by 
which the monotony of the regular repetition of one of them is 
reduced. This, however, is only part of the answer, for the words 
themselves have an interest in the history of the Latin language. 
Both of them appear in the Latin Bible, but only one of them, 
libidOy is classical, with a wide range of meaning; while concu- 
piscentia is a Christian technical term, used exclusively by 
Christian writers, and predominantly, though not exclusively, 
in the sense of concupiscence. It is desirable to look at the history 
of these two words a little more closely. 

Libido, I have said, is a classical word, and common enough 
in Latin literature. Basically, it seems to have a neutral sense of 
desire; so we find in Lucretius, De Rerum Ncdura, the lines: 

Quaeritur in primis quare, quod cuique libido 

venerit, extemplo mens cogitet eius id ipsum — 

(IV 779-80) 

where libido means little more than “whim” or “fancy” — why is 
it, Lucretius asks, that when anyone has the whim to think about 
a certain thing, the mind immediately furnishes a mental image 
of it? In a slightly more positive, but still primarily neutral 
sense, I understand Sallust, Bellum Jugurthinum, 84,3: Sed ea 
res frostra sperata; tanta Ivbido cum Mario eundi plerosque 
invaserat — the senate hoped that the plebs would not want 
to go campaigning with Marius, but this hope was disappointed, 
because of the great desire which had taken hold of the com¬ 
mons, filled with visions of loot and glory. Similarly, I think, 
we may understand Livy, V 42: non omnibus delendi urbem 


^ De Nupt. et Concup., 17,8: lihidinia malum; 8,0; 15,17; 21,23; 
24, 27. 

* Ibid., 7,8; 24,27. 

* Ibid., 6, 6. 

« Ibid., 11,12. 

» Ibid., 17,19. 

* Ibid., 16,18. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



306 


G. I. Bonneb 


libido ercU, This is the first sense of the word: “desire”, without 
any strong suggestion that the object of the desire is good or 
evil. 

Secondly, it can have an implication of concupiscence. So 
Livy, I 57: Ibi Sex, Tarquinium mala libido LucreticLe per vim 
stuprandae capit. The point here, of course, is that it is a mala 
libido, which implies that libido, in itself, is not necessarily evil, 
and so has to be qualified to fit these circumstances. More direct 
is Sallust, Coniuralio Catilinae, 28,4: quilms Ivbido alqtie luocuria 
ex magnis rapinia nihil reliqui fecerant. In this context, libido 
clearly has an unfavourable meaning: “ruined by dissolute and 
extravagant living” is the implication. Cicero, in the Tusculanae 
Disputaliones 3,2,4: qui pecuniae cupiditate, qui voluptatum 
libidine feruntur, quommque ita perturbantur animi, vl rum mvl- 
turn abaint ab inaania is more general; libido voluptatum covers a 
wide range of dissolute desire. Indeed, none of these examples 
really approaches Augustine’s habitual use of libido in the sense 
of libido camalia and the best example I know, in his sense, is not 
the noun, but the adjective formed from it, in the poem which 
has been assigned to Petronius, Nero’s arbiter of elegance. Cer¬ 
tainly, one would like to think of the author of the Salyricon 
filling the role of Yeat’s true love “down by the salley gardens”, 
and bidding his beloved “take love easy”: 

Foeda eat in coitu et brevia voluptaa, 
et taedet Veneria ataiim percu^tae. 

Non ergo ut pecudea libidi7u>aae 
caeci protinua irruamua illuc, 

Tiam langueacit amor peritque flamma — 

which certainly fits Augustine’s definition of libido, though'the 
saint would hardly have approved the poet’s remedy^. 

Next, there is a wider range of meaning, covering any evil 
desire; so Tacitus, Annalea, 16,18: Ergo crudelitalem principia, 
cui cetera^ libidinea cedebant, adgreditur. Again, Cicero, Tuacu- 
lanae Diaputationea, 3, 5, 11: Itaque nihil meliua, quam quod eat 
in conauetudine aermonia Latini, cum exiaae ex poteatate dicimua 
eos, qui ecfrenati feruntur aut libidine aut iracundia; quamquam 
ipsa iracundia libidinia eat para; aic enim definitur iracundia: 

^ Which those interested will find in Baehrens, Poetae Latinae Minores, 
V 99, No. 101 and, with an English translation, in Helen Waddell, Medieval 
Latin Lyrics, London 1933, 14—16. 
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^dciscendi libido. This passage undoubtedly affected Augustine’s 
thinking on the subject of libido \ he has it in mind in the De 
Civitate Dei, XIV 15^; in Letter 138,119*; and in the Con¬ 
fessions, II 9,17*. Again, we may note Cicero, Tvsculanae Dispu- 
tationes, 4, 6, 11—12, where the Roman statesman discusses the 
four perturbationes by which, according to Zeno, the mind is 
troubled, and lists them as libido \ laetitia; metus ] and aegritvdo. 
Augustine refers to this passage in the Confessions, X 14,22*, 
and in the De Civitate Dei, XIV 8®. It is, however, significant 
that, in his list of the perturbationes, he substitutes for Cicero’s 
libido the word cupiditas^, which has, for him, a wider range of 
meaning, especially since Cicero himself describes libido as 
“cupiditas effrenata”’. 

Finally, there is the famous passage, cited by Augustine in the 
De Civitate Dei, III 14, and the inspiration of so much of his 
theme, Sallust, Coniuratio Catilinae, 2,2: Post ea vero quam in 


^ VoluptcUem vero praecedit (idpetitus quidem, qui senlituT in came quasi cupi- 
ditas eius, sictU fames et sitis et ea, quae in genUalihus usikUius libido nomincdur, 
cum hoc sit generate vocahrdum omnis cupiditatis. Nam et ipsam iram nihil 
aliud esse quam ulciscendi libidinem veteres definierunt; quamvis nonnum- 
quam homo, ubi vindictae nuUus est sensus, etiam rebus inanimis irascatur, et 
male scribentem stilum conlidai vel calamum frangat iratus. Verum et ista licet 
inrationabilior, tamen quaedam ulciscendi libido est, ut nescio qwi, ut ita dixerim, 
quasi umbra retribvlionis, ut qui male faciunt, mala patiantur. Est igitur libido 
ulciscendi, qui ira dicitur; est libido habendi pecuniam, quae avaritia; est libido 
quomodocumque vincendi, quae pervicacia; est libido gloriandi, quae iactantia 
nuncupatur. Sunt multae yariaeque libidines, quorum nonnuUae habent etiam 
vocabula propria, quaedam vero non habent. Quis enim facile dixerit, quod 
vocetur libido dominandi, quam tamen plurimum valere in tyrannorum animis 
etiam civilia beUa testantur. Noted by Maurice Testard, Saint Augustin et 
Ciceron, II, Paris 1958, 62. 

• Quid est autem non reddere malum pro malo nisi abhorrere ab ulciscendi 
libidine, quod est accepta iniuria ignoscere malle quam persequi, et nihil nisi 
iniurias oblivisci? Noted by Testard, op. cit., p. 108. 

* Nulla lucri mei, nuUa ulciscendi libido. Apparently not noticed by Testard. 

^ Noted by Testard, op. cit., II, p. 26. 

* Noted by Testard, op. cit., II, p. 60. 

• See Testard, op. cit., I, p. 269: ‘[Augustin] explique qu’il pr6f6re tristitia 
pour son sens plus nettement spirituel, k aegritudo de Ciceron ou k dolor de 
Virgile, qui se disent plutdt du corps. [De Civ. Dei, XIV 7—8]. C’est sans doute 
une raison analogue qui le fait substituer cupiditas, d’une acceptance plus 
large, k libido dont il observe un peu plus loin le sense 6rotique tr^s particulier’. 

’ Tusc. Disput., 4,6, 12: Quae autem a rations aversa incitata est vehe- 
tnerUius, ea libido est vel cupiditas effrenata, quae in omnibus stultis invenitur. 
Noted by Testard, op. cit., I, 269, n. 6. 
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Asia Cyrus, in Oraecia Lacedaemonii et Athenienses coepere urbis 
aique ruUiones subigere, lubidinem dominandi causam belli habere, 
maxumam gloriam in maxurno imperio pviare. 

From these pajssages, it is very plain that libido, in the sense of 
an evil desire, was common enough in classical Latin, but that it 
lacked the strongly sexual overtones of Augustine’s libido car- 
nalis. There is, however, another source of inspiration open to 
him: the Latin Bible, in which the word libido, although very 
much less frequent than concupiscentia, does occur, and invari¬ 
ably, so far as I am aware, in the sense of libido camalis^, 

JVom the foregoing, it will be apparent that Augustine, when 
discussing lusts other than sexual, is almost certain to employ the 
standard word, libido, but that, at the same time, he was able 
to employ it as equivalent to concupiscentia camis, because of its 
general literary history, and specifically biblical employment. 

The case of concupiscentia is different. Here, we have a Christ¬ 
ian technical word*, with a very wide use in the Bible, generally, 
but not always, in a bad, and sexual connotation. I say generally 
because in one particular instance to which Augustine refers, it 
has a good sense. In the second book of the De Nuptiis et Con¬ 
cupiscentia, he defends himself against Julian of Eclanum, who 
had accused him of holding that, without the Fall, there would 
have been no concupiscentia, by saying: ‘T did not say: ‘There 
would have been no concupiscentia^ for there is a spiritual con- 
cupiscentia to which glory is due, by which Wisdom is desired, [he 
refers to Wisdom 6,21: Concupiscentia itaqw sapientiae deducit ad 
regnum perpetuum]; but I said: “‘There would have been no 
shameful concupiscerUia' . Nevertheless, in practice, when Augu¬ 
stine speaks of concupiscentia, he means concupiscentia pudenda, 

I now wish to turn to the operation of lust in the life of fallen 
humanity. As concupiscence, libido carnalis or concupiscerUia 
camis, it is the name given to the passionate, uncontrolled 
element in sexuality, which exists even in lawful wedlock where, 

^ The passages are: Judio. 10, 24; 20, 5; Tobias 3, 18; 6,17. 22; Judith 
10, 4; Ezech. 23, 0. 11. 20; Ck)loss. 3, 5. 

* See Alexander Souter, A Glossary of Later Latin to 600 A. D., Oxford 
1049, 69, s. V. : *( = im&vpi(a, dge^ig), desire, generally evil desire, (not found 
outside Scripture and Christian writings),' 

* De Nupt. et Concup., II 30, 52: Non dixi, "NuUa esset concupiscentia," 
quia est et glorianda concupiscentia spiritualis, qua concupiscitur sapiential 
sed dixi, "Nulla esset pudenda concupiscentia". 
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according to Augustine, it may be excused if it is directed to the 
tmze end of marriage — the procreation of children^. Occasionally, 
Au-gustine employs the word loosely, so that it amounts to little 
more than the physical operation of the sexual organs but he 
generally has in mind an element of desire which, by inducing 
tlie highest of all physical pleasures, virtually overwhelms the 
whole intellect®. This consideration led Agustine to declare that 
the wise man would, if he might, beget children without this 
emotion^. Such a distaste for sexual passion is not easily com¬ 
prehensible to the modern reader, who may be led to believe that 

^ De Nupt. et Concup., 116, 17: Sed tamen aliitd est, non concumbere nisi 
sola voluntate generandi^ quod non habet culpam; aliud camis concumbendo 
appetere voluptaUm, sed non praeter cxmiugem^ quod venialem habet culpam, etc, 

* E. g., Op. Imp. c. luL, VI 22: Concupiscentia porro earnis, per quam 
iactus camalium seminum provocatur, aut nulla in Adam fuit, aut in Ulo vitiata 
est per peccatum, Aut enim sine ilia poterant et genitalia congruenter moveri, et 
coniugis gremio semen infundi, si tunc nulla fuit, aut ad nvtum voluntatis etiam 
ipsa servire, si fuit. Nunc autem si talis esset, nunquam caro contra spiritum 
concupisceret, Aut ergo ipsa vitium est, si nulla fuit ante peceatum; aut ipsa sine 
dubio est vitiata peccato; et idee ex Ula trahitur originate peccatum, De Civ. Dei, 
XIV16: Cum igitur sint muUarum libidines rerum, tamen cum libido dicitur neque 
cuius rei libido sit additur, nan fere adsolet animo occurrere nisi ilia, qua ob- 
scenae partes corporis excitantur. This leads Michael Muller, Die Lehre des hi. 
Augustins von der Paradiesesehe, Regensburg 1954, 29, to declare: *Ganzdeut- 
lich kommt dies dadurch zum Ausdruck, dafi Augustin selbst fiir den paradie- 
sischen Zustand die **concupiscentia camis’* zugibt.’ My own feeling is, how¬ 
ever, that when Augustine talks about concupiscentia camis, he always has in 
mind, perhaps unconsciously, concupiscentia camis pudenda, i. e. the physical 
operation plus the element of lust due to the Fall. This explains Augustine’s 
point: aut nuUa in Adam fuit, aut in iUo vitiata est per peccatum, Augustine 
certainly admitted the existence of a motus genitalium in Paradise; see C. d. 
Epist. Pel., 116, 31: “Afo/iim” inquU ""genitalium, id est, ipsam virilitatem 
sine qua non potest esse commixtio, a Deo dicimus institutam*^, Ad hoc responde- 
mus, motum genitalium, et, tit verbo eius utar, virilitatem, sine qua non potest 
esse commixtio, Deus sic inatituit, ut nihU haberet pudendum. In this sense, 
I think Muller is right; but I am inclined to think that, in Op. Imp. c. lul., 
VI 22, the concupiscentia,,, camis, per quam iactus camalium seminum provo- 
catur is the present day physiological phenomenon, in which motus genitalium 
is accompanied by libido camalis. This gives point to the next phrase: atU 
nvUa in Adam fuit, aut in iUo vitiata per peccatum, 

* De Civ. Dei, XIV 16: Haec [libidd] autem sibi non solum totum corpus 
nee solum extrinsecus, verum etiam intrinsecus vindicat totumque commovet 
hominem animi simul adfectu cum camis adpetitu coniuncto adque permixto, ut 
ea voluptas sequatur, qua maior in corporis voluptatibus nulla estiUaut momento 
ipso tempore, quo ad eius pervenitur extremum, paene omnis acies et quasi vigilia 
cogitationis obruatur, 

^ Ibid. 
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Augustine regarded sexual concupiscence, in itself, as a sin. A 
careful examination of his teaching, however, shows that this is 
not the case^. Concupiscence is not a sin; but it is a wound and a 
vice in human nature*; can be the occasion of sin, even in the 
baptised*; and is the means whereby Original Sin is transmitted. 
It is an infection which conveys an inherited legal liability. It is 
cleansed in baptism, but its effects are not removed, so that the 
children of baptised parents are themselves in need of the laver 
of regeneration^. Christ alone. Who was born of the Virgin Mary 
by the overshadowing of the Holy Spirit, is free from the fatal 
legacy, and could therefore be offered for the sins of others, for 
in that virginal conception and birth there was no place for 
concupiscence®. 

Carnal concupiscence dominated the debate between Augustine 
and Julian of Eclanum. It was the topic to which Julian returned 
again and again, in a fashion very tedious for the modem reader. 
Augustine, in his approach to the matter, had his thinking largely 
conditioned by his theological doctrine of the Fall. Because of his 
sin, Adam lost that control over his body which he had enjoyed 
in Paradise and, since all humanity participated, in some mys¬ 
terious sense, in that primal sin, so all the weaknesses which 
that sin drew upon itself are passed on to succeeding generations. 
Our sexuality bears witness to our fallen condition; and Augu¬ 
stine thought that weakness was confirmed, in a remarkable 

1 See Alves Pereira, La doctrine du marriage selon saint Augustin, 2e ^d., 
Paris 1930, 61: *La concupiscence de la chair est done un mal, mais elle n'est 
pas un p4ch6. Saint Augustine distingue clairement entre un mal moral et un 
p4ch4 proprement dit. Tout p4ch4 est un mal moral, mais tout mal moral 
n’est pas un p4ch6. La concupiscence est un defaut, un vice, une propension 
h^r^ditaire au p6ch4, sans etre cependant un p^ch4 au sens rigoureux du mot.’ 

* C. d. Epist. Pel., I 13, 27; De Nupt. et Concup., I 23, 26. 

* De Bono Coniugali, 6; De Nupt. et Concup., 115,17; C. luL, V 3, 12. 

* De Pecc. Orig., 39,44. Augustine illustrates the fact that the children of 
baptised parents need the grace of baptism by the case of the cultivated olive, 
which produces the wild olive, C. d. Epist. Pel., I 6, 11; De Nupt. et Concup., 
119, 21; and by the fact the son of a circumcised father is bom uncircumcised, 
C. lul. VI 7, 20. 

* Enchiridion, 13, 41: NtUla igitur voluptate camalis concupisceniiae semi- 
ncUus aive conceptus, et ideo nttUum peccatum originaliter trahena. Dei quoque 
gratia verho patria unigeniiOy non gratia filio, aed natura, in unitate peraonae 
modo mirabUi et ineffabili adiunett^a atque concretua et ideo ntUlum peccatum et 
ipae committena, tamen propter aimilitudinem camia peccati, in qua venerat 
dictua et ipae peccatum^ aacrificendua ad dilucnda peccata, Cf. De Nupt. et 
Concup., I 12, 13; 35, 40. 
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way, by two observable phenomena: the physiological fact of the 
disobedience of our members; and the widespread sense of 
shame at nakedness, and the operations of sex^. Unfortunately, 
as Professor Muller has pointed out^, Augustine’s physiological 
knowledge, based upon the defective medical science of his day, 
was inadequate, so that his belief that the disobedience of our 
members is the penalty of the Fall, and was unknown in Para¬ 
dise, is scientifically untenable, and therefore untenable by 
Augustine’s own principle that male and female were ordained 
in the beginning as we see them today in the sexes*. On the 
purely physiological level, the facts are more favourable to 
Julian of Eclanum, though more by good luck than by any deep 
or profound knowledge on his part. 

This does not, of course, invalidate the whole of Augustine’s 
teaching on the matter of concupiscence. His understanding 
of the deeper issues of sexuality was infinitely more profound 
than that of the optimistic Julian, and it is difficult to see how 
any observer, still clinging, however feebly, to traditional 
Christian values, can fail to be persuaded, with Augustine, that 
there is some deep disorder in the sexual instinct, as it exists 
at present in the great majority of the human race. 

Libido, in the sense of concupiscentia camis is, however, only 
one of the libidines by which our fallen will is assailed. Augustine 
mentions a number of them in De Civitate Dei, XIV 16: libido 
tdciacendi; libido habendi pecuniam\ libido vincendi] libido glori- 
andi; and, outstandingly, the libido dominandi, the lust for 
power, which forms the theme of so much of the De Civitate Dei, 
The expression libido dominandi comes from the Coniuratio 
Catilina£ of Sallust, 2,2, and is quoted by Augustine in De Civi¬ 
tate Dei, III 14* where, indeed, it is the distinguishing mark of 


^ De Pecc. Mer. et Rem., 116, 21; II 22, 36; De Nupt. et Concup., I 6—7, 
6—8; 22, 24; C. d. Epist. Pel., 116, 32; De Civ. Dei, XIV 16; Op. Imp. c. lul., 
6 , 22 . 

* Muller, Die Lehre des hi. Augustins von der Paradiesesehe, 24—26, citing 
L. Ruland, Grenzfragen der Naturwissensohaften und Theologie, Munich 
1930,14—17.1 have, unfortunately, been unable to consult a copy of Ruland’s 
book. 

» De Civ. Dei, XIV 22. 

^ lUo itdque vitio tarUum scelus perpeiraium est socudis beUi atque cogncUi, 
quod vitium SaUu&tius nuignuin transeurUer adtingit. Cum enim laudans breviter 
antiquiora commemorasaet tempora, quando vita kominum sine cupiditate agita- 
batur et sua cuique placebani: '^Postea vero, inquit, qwam in Asia Cyrus, in 
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the civitas terrena, quae cum dominari adpetit, eisi poptUi serviarU, 
ipsa ei dominandi libido dominatur^. As his work progresses, 
Augustine returns to this lust again and again*; it is, for him, the 
outstanding characteristic of earthly societies. 

If we compare the two libidines, the libido camcUis and the 
libido dominandi, we see that they are, in Augustine’s thought, 
closely linked. Both are a consequence of the Fall and, because 
of our seminal identity with Adam* — Omnes enim fuimus in iUo 
uno, quando omnes fuimus ille unus^ — we are all subject to them. 
The Fall was a failure in obedience on the part of a created being, 
which was utterly dependent upon its Creator for all its powers. 
Disobedience, therefore, drew upon itself, inevitably and most 
justly, a loss of control, shown both in the failure of fallen man to 
control his body and to resist sexual passion* and, at the same 
time, by a subjection to the lust to dominate others. Thus it was 
that, when Adam and Eve sinned, and became subject to the 
libido camalis, the first fruit of their union was Cain, the fratricide, 
the founder of the first material image of the Civitas Terrena^, 
whose citizens pursue their course in this worlds dominated by 
the unnatural passion for rule, unnatural, because God created 
man, a rational creature, fashioned in His own image, to have 
dominion over the beasts, and not over his fellow men^. It was 


Oraecia Lacedaemonii et Athenienses coepere urbes atque nationes subigere, 
libidinem domifiandi causam belli habere, maximam glariam in maxima imperio 
putare"' ei cetera quae ipse instituerai dicere. Mihi hue usque satis sit eius verba 
posuisse. Libido ista dominandi magnis malis agitat et conterit humanum genus. 
Hoc libidine Roma tunc victa Alham se vicisse triumphabat et sui sceleris laudem 
gloriam nominabaX, quoniam laudatur, inquit scriptura nostra, peccator in 
desideriis animae suae et qui iniqua gerit benedicitur, 

^ De Civ. Dei, I, Praef. 

* Ibid., XIV 28: lUi in principibus eius vet in eis quas subiugat nationibus 
dominandi libido dominatur; in hoc serviant invicem in caritate, et praepositi 
consulendo, et subditi obtemperando. Ibid., XIX 14: 8ed in domo iusti viventis 
ex fide et adhuc ab ilia caelesti civitate peregrinantis etiam qui imperant serviunt 
eis, quibus videntur imperare, Neque enim dominandi cupiditate imperant, sed 
officio consvlendi, nec principandi superbia, sed providendi miserieordia. Ibid., 
XIX \6: Et utique felicius servitur homini, quam Ubidini, cum saevissimo domi- 
natu vastet corda mortalium, ut alias omittam, libido ipsa dominandi, 

* In quo omnes peccaverunt, C. d. Epist. Pel., IV 4, 7; C. lul., I 6, 20, etc. 

^ De Civ. Dei, XIII14. » De dv, Dei, XIV15; Op. Imp. c. luL, 6,22. 

* De Civ. Dei, XV 1: Natus est igitur Cain ex illis duobus generis humani 

parentibus, pertinens ad hominum civitatem, posterior Abel, ad civitatem Dei, 
, , , Scriptum est itaque de Cain, quod condiderit civitatem, Abel autem tanquam 
peregrinus non condidit, ’ Ibid., XIX 15. 
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therefore not inappropriate that the founder of Borne, the city 
destined to be the head of the Givitas terrena upon earth, should 
be another fratricide^. In a significant fashion, too, the twin 
dines are brought together in the official worship of pagan Borne, 
with its immodest and shameful festivals*. The glories of con¬ 
quest are thought to depend upon ritual obscenity, and Augustine 
draws particular attention to the spectacle of Cicero, vir gravis et 
philoaophaMerj who, as aedile designate, bore responsibility for the 
disgusting rites in honour of the goddess Flora®. 

The importance of these considerations hes in this: that there 
has been in the past a tendency, in practice at least, to study 
Augustine’s teaching on sexual concupiscence in isolation from 
his doctrine of the lust for power. This can be explained in part 
from the historical circumstances of his writings; his works on 
concupiscerUia camis were addressed to Christian readers, and 
particularly directed against the Pelagians; those on the libido 
dominandi were primarily apologetic and were therefore, to a far 
greater degree, directed to a pagan audience. As a consequence, 
once the triumph of Christianity was assured, moral theologians 
turned to the anti-Pelagians writings for doctrine regarding the 
libido camalis, while the libido dominandi, of interest largely 
to the statesman and political theorist, was very much left out 
of account where the individual Christian was concerned. 

It is, however, apparent from the De Civitate Dei that Au¬ 
gustine did not envisage any division such as developed in later 
Christian thought, where preoccupation wdth sexual concupis¬ 
cence assumed preponderant, and at times deplorable, propor¬ 
tions, and where the will to power and domination has been, if 
not exactly baptised, at least treated with the same sort of 
respectful consideration which is accorded in modem society to 
usury, and financial speculation. 

But has Augustine’s doctrine any relevance for the present 
generation? In one field at least he would seem to be surprisingly 
modem. We can hardly fail to observe that the two libidines with 
which he is principally concerned are precisely the two emotional 
energies which play a dominant role in modern psychiatric 
thought — the libido of Freud, derived in the first instance from 

1 Ibid., XV 5. 

* Ibid., II, esp. 24-29. 

* Ibid., II 27, citing Cicero, In Verrem, Actio sec., 5,14, 36. Testard, op. 
cit., II, p. 43. 

21 StudU Patristica VI 
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the sexual impulse, (Freud’s choice of name is to be noted); 
and the drive to power of Alfred Adler, a former follower of 
Freud. On a lower intellectual plane, we hardly need to be re¬ 
minded of the manifestations of the libido dominandi in the 
world today; but it is illuminating to observe that, at a time 
when reticence about sexual matters in fiction is at a particularly 
low ebb, (at least in works written in the English language), 
there is a tendency in some of the least inhibited to make ambi¬ 
tion, or even simple violence, the principal attraction, to which 
the erotic factor, though closely allied and gaudily depicted, 
is subordinated. 

It will be observed how closely this confirms the Augustinian 
theological view of the impulses which spring from the libido do¬ 
minandi and the concupiscentia camis; for it is not to be suppo¬ 
sed that the former affects human society as a whole, but spares 
the individual. Thus, the bishop of Hippo’s teaching is strikingly 
relevant to our day and age. An opportunity exists for a more 
detailed study on these matters intended, not as an academic 
exercise, but as a practical investigation, in the light of the 
contemporary situation. Augustine, who anticipated in a re¬ 
markable way so much modem thought, is nowhere more rele¬ 
vant than in the field of psychology. Where he differs from many 
contemporany thinkers is, of course, in his treatment; both he 
and they agree on the need to restore the wounded human soul 
to wholeness^, but for Augustine, such restoration can be affected 
only by the grace of God, a grace implanted by baptism, and 
acting upon the human soul so that, at the last, lust and concu¬ 
piscence give way to a stronger influence: the indwelling charity 
in the hearts of the elect of God*. 

‘ De Trinitate, XV 28, 51: Tu da quaerendi vires, qui invenire te fecisti, et 
magis magisque inveniendi te spem dedisti. Caram te est firmitas et infirmitas 
mea; lUam serva, istam Sana, Coram te est scientia et ignorantia mea; nbi mihi 
aperuisti, suscipe intrantem; nbi dausisti, aperi pulsanti, Meminerim tui, in- 
teUigam te, diligam te. Auge in me ista, donee me reformes ad integrum. 

* De I^., XIV 17, 23; Enchir., 32,121; De Nupt. et Conoup., 125, 28. 
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1, 8. AgtisHn irMrprete de los Salmos 

Los Salmos fueron uno de los alimentos biblicos, con que 
S. Agustln fortalecid su espiritu. Sin duda de los comentarios 
que se ban hecho de los Salmos, ninguno tan universalmente 
estimado como el suyo. La espiritualidad de todos los 
tiempos se ha beneficiado de las meditaciones y elevaciones 
agustinianas. Tambien la teologfa de la gracia debe a los Salmos 
sus mejores luces, contribuyendo a la profunda armonla de los 
dos Testamentos, o lo que llamaba S. Agustln, una facies eloquio- 
rum ccLstomm, la faz dnica de las santas revelaciones^. 

S. Ambrosio expresaba el comun sentir de la Iglesia, cuando 
decla: Aunque toda la Sagrada Escritura respira la gracia de 
Dios, pero sobre todo el dulce libro de los Salmos*. La oracidn 
fue el gran argumento que esgrimid el Doctor de la gracia contra 
los negadores de la misma. La oracidn es clarlsimo testimonio 
de la gracia: Ipsa igitur oratio clarissima est gratiae testificaiio^. 
S. Agustln halla la doctrina de nuestra salvacidn expresada en 
los canticos sagrados. Todas las enfermedades del alma tienen su 
remedio en la Sagrada Escritura, particularmente en los Salmos^. 
El espiritu del Salterio es completamento opuesto al voluntarismo 
pelagiano, que hace del hombre artifice de su salvacidn y destino. 

^ £n. in Ps. 143, 2, PL 37, 1856: Oraiia enim Novi TestamerUi in Lege 
vdabatur, in Evangelio revekUur, 

* En. in Ps. 1, PL 14, 922: Licet omnis scriptura reapirel gratiam Dei, 
praecipue tamen dulcis psalmorum liber, S. Jer6nimo decia lo mismo contra los 
pelagianos y los recomendaba la lectura del Salterio: Lege Mum Paalterium; 
omnea sanctorum vocea, nihil niai ad Deum in cunctia operibua deprecatio, 
Dialogns contra Pelagianos, L. 5, PL 23, 523. 

» Epist. 177, 4, PL 33, 766. 

^ En. in Ps. 36, Serm. 1, 3, PL 36, 357: Omnia morbua animi habet in Scrip- 
turia medicamentum auum: qui ergo aic aegrotat, bibat potionem paalmi huiua, 
Cfr. Sermo 143, 1, PL 38, 784. 

21 * 
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Los grandes temas blblicos, Dios, el alma, el pueblo escogi doy 
las relaciones entre ellos, forman la trama espiritual de la poesia 
revelada. Podiamos decir: Dios, el alma y lalglesia, esdecir, los 
temas predilectos de S. Agustin. 

La sed de Dios, la carrera del alma hacia la fuente de las aguas, 
la angustia del hombre cercado de tinieblas y de enemigos que le 
persiguen, el conocimiento de si mismo, la orfandad espiritual, 
el sentimiento y confusidn de las propias miserias y enfermedades, 
la necesidad de la luz, la vanidad de la vida, el deseo de liberacion, 
como de quien se halla prisionero, las tentaciones mutiples de la 
existencia, la peticidn del socorro superior, el gusto de las lagri- 
mas del arrepentimiento, el lloro de la ausencia de Dios, el asom- 
bro y temor ante la divina majestad ofendida: toda esta pro¬ 
funda psicologia del hombre caido, enfermo y combatiente 
tiene en las voces de los Salmos una resonancia constante. 

Por otra parte, aparece Dios como libertador, Salvador y 
refugio de los pobres, de los oprimidos, de los hambrientos, de los 
cautivos, de los ciegos, de los huerfanos y desvalidos: el Dios 
de la esperanza, creador del corazdn puro, dador de todos los 
bienes, que nunca defrauda a los que a El acuden en demanda de 
socorro. El no solo perdona los pecados al arrepentido, sino que 
introduce en los mas inefables secretos de la uni6n amistosa y santa. 

Toda esta atmosfera espiritual, tan divina y humana a la vez, 
no podia menos de despertar el genio religiose de S. Agustin para 
interpretar la historia de las almas, viendo en ella su propia 
odisea de peregrine de lo absolute. La exegesis agustiniana va 
siempre en busca de lo que el llama interior intellectus^y cuya luz 
emana siempre de Cristo. 

Por eso el Cuerpo Mistico es el argumento linico, se puede 
decir, de las Enarrationes in Psalmos, Es un principio de 
exegesis, o un metodo de exposicidn^. Tanto la Iglesia oriental 
como la occidental siguieron este metodo; pero S. Agustin le di6 
un clasico desarrollo, oyendo en todos los Salmos la voz de 
Cristo, que canta, que gime, que se alegra en la esperanza, o 
suspira en lo que le acontece®. Toda la musica de los Salmos 


1 En. in Ps. 104, PL 37,1402. 

• Cf. E. Merech, Le Corps mystique, II: Le Corps mystique principe d’ex4- 
g^se, pp. 99 y sts. 

’ En. in Ps. 42,1, PL 36,476: Eius vocem in omnibtis Psalmis vel pscUlentem 
vel gemerUem, vel laetantem in spe, vel suspirantem in re, notisaimam iarn el 
familiariaaimam habere debemua, lanquam el noatram. 
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resuena con la armonfa de la voz de Cristo. El mismo David esta 
elevado a la categorla de slmbolo universal, porque tiene una 
triple representacion: el figura al hombre caldo, al hombre cristia- 
no que combate, y al mismo Cristo. niEl Cuerpo de Cristo, el 
humilde David, lleno de gracia, confiando en Dios, y comba- 
tiendo en este siglo, invoca la ayuda de Dios»^. David fue un 
solo hombre, pero representd a toda la humanidad, redimida 
con la Sangre de Cristo y al mismo Redentor*. 

Esta plenitud figurativa del gran Profeta y Rey favorece la 
explicacidn cristdlogica de S. Agustin. Aunque tambien debe 
notarse que Cristo did el primer impulse a estas interpretaciones, 
cuando dijo a los disclpulos de Emmaus: «Es necesario que se 
cijmplan todas las cosas que estan escritas de Mi en la Ley, en 
los Profetas y en los Salmos»®. 

La exegesis de S. Ambrosio influyd tambien en S. Agustin, a 
quien podian atribuirse estas palabras del Obispo de Mil&n: 
«En ambos Testamentos bebe a Cristo. Bebe a Cristo, pues es la 
Roca de donde brota el agua. Bebe a Cristo, que es la fuente de 
la vida. Bebe a Cristo, que es la corriente, cuyo impetu alegra la 
Ciudad de Dios. Bebe a Cristo, pues es la paz. Bebe a Cristo, pues 
de su Cuerpo fluyen corrientes de agua vivai>^. 

Nada mas dulce para el corazdn de S. Agustin que esta musica 
de Cristo, que alegra toda la Ciudad de Dios. Por eso la doctrina 
de la gracia se respira en todos los Salmos y explicaciones del 
comentador. En todos ellos resuena la vox desiderarUia gratiam 
Dei quae in nobis in fine perficitur^. Frecuentemente en los 
EnarrcUiones S. Agustin mira a los enemigos de la misma, es 
decir, a los pelagianos. Pero el desarrolla la doctrina soterioldgica 
por la necesidad de instruir a los cristianos mas que por un 
afan polemico, porque sabia que en la vida cristiana la gracia 
tiene tanta parte, y su conocimiento es necesario a todos los 
que combaten contra los enemigos de la salvacidn eterna. 

' En. in Ps. 143, 12, PL 37, 1864: Corpus Christie humilis David, graiia 
plenus, de Deo praesumens, ptLgnans in hoc saecvlo, invocat adiutorium Dei. En 
este Salmo aplica el simbolismo de la lucha de David con Goliat a los cri¬ 
stianos. 

* En. in Ps. 59, 1, PL 36, 713: David Rex unus fuit, sed non unum hominem 
figuravit: quando scilicet figuravit Ecclesiam ex mvltis constantem, ilium figura- 
vit qui est Mediator Dei et hominum. 

* Luc. 24, 47. 

* En. in XII Psalmos davidicos. In I. Ps. en., 33; PL 14, 983—984. 

» En. in Ps. 26, II 2, PL 36, 200. 
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Y no s61o en los comentarios a los Salmos, sino en toda la 
polemica antipelagiana, recorre a ellos para desenvolver la 
doctrina de la gracia. Los Salmos eran para S. Agustln una 
autentica fuente de la revelacidn para damos a conocer la obra 
de Dios en las almas. En los libros de controversia, oomo veremos, 
hizo largo uso de las citas del Salterio. Y lo mismo en los Semumes 
y en las Cartas de argumento antipelagiano, los Salmos le ayudan 
para probar la existencia y la obra de la graoia. La negacidn del 
pecado original, la concepcidn de una sufficiens natural, la 
explicaoidn natural de las miserias del hombre, el origen de la 
concupiscencia y de la muerte, el estado de la naturaleza oaida, 
la inocenoia de Adan, su peoado y consecuencias para todo el 
genero humano, la necesidad del bautismo para los parvulos, 
la distincidn entre la vida eterna y el reino de Dios, la sanidad 
del libre albedrio, su vigor para cumplir la ley y alcanzar la 
perfecta justicia, la negacidn de la necesidad de la gracia preve- 
niente, ayudante y confirmante, el valor de los meritos naturales, 
la doctrina sobre la ley y las nupcias, la oracidn, las negaciones de 
la Cristologia, reduciendo al Salvador a un Maestro o Moralista, 
que nos salva con su doctrina y su buen ejemplo, la negacidn de 
los Sacramentos: he aqul los puntos doctrinales en que chocaban 
los pelagianos con el Doctor de Hipona. Meditando en los Salmos 
hall6 recursos para combatir muchos de estos errores y explicar 
la doctrina catdlica. 

Los Salmos son sin duda los libros de la Sagrada Escritura 
donde hay m&s verbos y nombres que podiamos llamar soteriolo- 
gicos. Menciono los principales: liberare, eripere, redimere, salvare, 
vivificare, sanare, converters, dirigere, iUuminare, excitare, adiu- 
vare, confiteri, donare, confirmare, curare, mundare, praevenire, 
custodire, consolari, dilatare, delectari, aedificare, coronare, 
misereri, delere iniquitaies, lavare, renovare, docere, ervdire, cla- 
mare, exaudire, sperare, confidere, iustificare, revelare, instruere, 
incUnare, deducere in semitam, salvum facere, gressus dirigere, 
propitiari, laetificare, caviare, psallere, facere mirabilia, benedicere, 
induere iustitiam, refugium, petra, avxilium, virtue, gloria, laus, 
iustitia, captivitas, peccatum, redemptio, iubilaiio, pauper, egenus, 
mendicus, humilis, miser, misericordia ... Todos estos verbos y nom¬ 
bres soteriol6gicos sirven a S. Agustin muchas veces para hacer 
filigranas de pensamientos en torno a los problemas de la gracia. 


^ De peccato origin. XXVI 31, PL 44, 400. 
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Hay tambien Salmos privilegiados que se prestan a un oomen- 
tario enteramento soterioldgico. Asi el Salmo 18, donde se canta 
el triunfo de David sobre sus enemigos: Dios es mi refugio y 
fortaleza, pues su ayuda me librd de los enemigos. La antigua 
teofania se hace Cristofanla en manos del comentarista, que 
bendice a Dios por los triunfos del Salvador, y agradece los 
beneficios de la gracia en sus dos aspectos de liberacidn y santi- 
ficacidn^. Comentando el Salmo 17, canta la predicaoidn del 
Evangelio, la uni6n de los Apdstoles, la vocacidn y conversidn 
de los gentiles, los beneficios de la liberacidn de los enemigos, la 
gracia de la fe, la defensa continua que hace Dios de su nuevo 
pueblo, los frutos de santidad e inocencia de vida de los pueblos 
evangelizados^. El Salmo 21 eat& comentado en la Epistola 140, 
que trata De Oratia Novi TeatamerUi: Ut ex hoc intelligas quemad- 
modum gratia Novi TeatamerUi nec eo tempore tacebaiur, quando in 
vetere velabaiur^. A1 Salmo 31 llama el Santo: Paalmua gratiae 
Dei et itiatificaiionia noatrae. Entre los dos abismos psicoldgicos, 
el pesimismo y fatalismo maniqueo y la presimcidn pelagiana, 
camina el hombre nuevo que vive de la gracia de Dios^. El Salmo 
102 contiene tambien la alabanza de la gracia de Dios. En 41 
canta el perddn de los pecados, la curacidn de las enfermedades, 
la resurrecci6n de la came, y la glorificacidn final*. 

La Enarracidn al Salmo 106 nos ofrece una profunda psicologia 
de la gracia. El hombre lucha en la tierra contra cuatro tentacio- 
nes: la primera es de error y de hambre (erroria et famia), la 
segunda, de la fuerza y tiranla de las pasiones, la tercera, el 
tedio de la vida; la cuarta son las persecuciones y tribulaciones, 
que afligen particularmente a los que gobieman la Iglesia. Todas 
las clases de gracia excitante, adyuvante, sanante, deleitante 
remedian la situacidn del hombre en estas tentaciones*. 


1 En. in Ps. 18, PL 36, 154-164. 

» En. in Ps. 17, PL 36,148-154. 

* Epist. 140, VI15, PL 33, 544. 

* En. in Ps. 31, En. II 1, PL 36, 257. 

‘ En. in Ps. 102, PL 37, 1316—1335. Para oantar estos ouatro beneficios 
de la graoia este Salmo es citado en el Sermdn antipelagiano 131, 7—8, PL 38, 
732—733. En 41 se hallen las c41ebres palabras: Inde etiam rescripta venerwU. 
Causa finita est. lb. n. 10, PL 38, 734. Tambi4n contra los pelagianos se dta 
en De pecc. mer. et remiss. Ill 36, 59, PL 44, 185; De spir. et litt. XXXIII59, 
PL 44, 239; Epist. 186, VII 25, PL 33, 825. 

* En. in Ps. 106, PL 37, 1420—1430. Este comentario es una interpretaddn 
existencial de la vida cristiana. 
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El Salmo 50 es el salmo del penitente que desea recobrar la 
esperanza perdida y esta hundido en su culpa y con grandes 
deprecaciones apremia a Dios, como quien ha sido iddneo para 
herirse y no lo es para curarse^. 

Tambien el tema sobre la gracia deleitante se expone en el 
gran Salmo 118. Asimismo los Salmos de alegria, como el 143, 
elevan a S. Agustin a glorificar los beneficios de la gracia: Devs 
carUicum novum cantabo tihi. Hoc eat canticum novum gratiae Novi 
Teatamenti^. La novedad es lo que define al cristiano, que es 
una criatura nueva. Via nova, viator novvs, canticum novum^. La 
alegria de los Salmos es la alegria de los hombres nuevos, y su 
victoria sobre el mundo, el demonio y la came. Por eso para 
S. Agustin y la Cristiandad de todos los tiempos, das delicias 
de nuestro espiritu son los divinos cdnticos, donde no hay Uanto 
sin gozo»^. 

Sin duda no siempre la exegesis de S. Agustin responde a las 
leyes estrictas de la interpretacidn literal. A veces una sola pala- 
bra le sirve para bucear oscuros abismos, como el Salmo 129, 
analizando las primeras palabras De profundia clamavi, descubre 
tree profundidades en que puede vivir sumergido el pecador*. 
O con im texto remoto sabe hacer filigranas, acogiendose a un 
sentido alegdrico o acomodaticio, como cuando explica el Salmo 
18,7: iNon eat qui ae abacondat a calore eiua: No hay quien se es¬ 
cape de su calor. Pero Cristo es la luz inextinguible y coetema al 
Padre, siempre Candida, siempre lucida, siempre fervida. Pues si 


^ Serin. 20,1, PL 38, 138. En 61 oomenta las palabras del Miserere: Cor 
mundum crea in tne, Deua: Psalmus est paenitentis amissam spem recuperate 
eupientiSf lapau suo iacentis; et Deum magnis deprecationibus urgentia tanquam 
qui fuerit idoneus ad ae wlnerandum^ et non ad aanandum. 

* Serm. 33,6, PL38,209. En. in Ps. 143,16, PL 37,1866: Canticum novum gra¬ 
tiae eat. Canticum novum novi hominia eat. Canticum novum Testamenti novi eat. 

> En. in Ps. 46, 6, PL 36, 808. 

* En. in Ps. 145, 1, PL 37, 1884: Deliciae apiritua noatri divina cantica ubi 
et fUtua aine gaudio non eat. David, el gran organista del Espiritu Santo, 
magnua tacior organi Spiritua Sancti, ha llenado con sus melodias el alma cri- 
stiana. En. in Ps. 95, 6, PL 37, 1231. Sabido que S. Agustin, ya desde nedfito, 
comenzo a gustar las delicias de la salmodia, el fletua cum gaudio. Conf. X 4, 
8, PL 32, 766: Qtuia tibi voces dabam in paalmia iUia et quomodo inflammabar ex 
eia, et accendebar eoa recitare, ai poaaem, adveraua thyphum generis humani\ 
S. Agustin comprendid muy pronto la fuerza sedante de la humildad, que 
emana de estos cdnticos y a la vez el fuego intemo que despiden para calentar 
los corazones. 

‘ En. in Ps. 129,1-2, PL 37, 1696. 
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no fuese fervida, ^acaso dirla el Salmo: No hay quien se esconda 
de su calor? Pero tu estabas frio en tu pecado: te conviertes o 
te vuelves a El para que te enfervorices. Si te retiras, vuelves 
al frio. Tu eras tenebroso en tu pecado; te conviertes, para que 
te ilumines: si te apartas, la oscuridad de nuevo se arroja sobre 
ti»^. Cuando la argumentacidn va dirigida contra los pelagianos, 
guarda mayor rigorismo literal su exegesis. Ndtese c6mo en este 
pasaje todo el proceso de las actividades de la gracia, cuales 
son mostrar el camino, dar fuerza para andarlo, guiar por el, 
evitando todo extravio, y llevar al viajero hS/Sta el final, se dedu- 
cen de textos de los Salmos: Idea, quo paalmus isle concluditur, 
faciamus: Beati omnes qui confidunt in Deo (Ps. 11,11); utique 
tU ipse faciatf ipse ostendat viam suam cui dicitur: Ostende nobis, 
Domine, misericordiam tuam: et ipse del scUutem, ut ambulare 
possimus, cui dicitur: Et salutare tuum da nobis (Ps. 84,8); ipse 
in eadem via deducat cui dicitur: Deduc me, Domine, in via tua, 
et ambulabo in veritate tua (Ps. 85,11); ipse ad iUa, quae via ducit, 
promissa perducat, cui dicitur: Etenim illuc manus tua deducet 
me et perducet dextera tua (Ps. 138,10). Non enim, cum ista com- 
memoramus, arbitrium voluntatis tollimus, sed Dei gratiam praedi- 
camus^. Un razonamiento semejante, todo tejido tambien de 
textos de Salmos, emplea en la Epistola 147, donde el influjo 
continue de la gracia estd expresado por las palabras sanar, vivi- 
ficar, liberar de los pecados, sobre todo de la soberbia, dirigir 
los pasos hasta la meta final. Es decir, principio, progreso y 
perfeccidn o perseverancia estan expresados por las ideas del 
Salmo^. S. Agustin, pues, ha hallado en los Salmos una fuente 
copiosa para expresar su teologia de la gracia desde los comienzos 
hasta el fin. 

Ha leido e interpretado en los Salmos cuatros aspectos princi- 
pales de la doctrina de la gracia: el metafisico, el teoldgico, el 
psicoldgico y el histdrico. 

En otros terminos, hay en su exposicidn de los Salmos una 
metafisica de la gracia, la cual en ultima instancia se halla fun- 


I In Joan. Ev. tract. XXII 10, PL 35, 1579. 

• De natura et gratia XXXII 36, PL 44, 265. 

^ Epist. 147,16, PL 33, 682. Los Salmos citados son el 50, 1; 40, 5; 30, 2; 
118, 29; 35, 12; 118, 133; 36, 23: Et muUa alia quae propterea scripta sunt ut 
nos admonerent ad implenda ea quae nobis iubentur, abillopetendumadiutorium 
a quo iubentur. Las palabras ut ambulare possimus, responden a objeciones 
pelagianas. 
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dada en la manifestacidn de los atributos divinos: Majestad, 
Sabidurla, Bondad, Misericordia. La gracia es una epifa^a del 
Ser de Dios, esencialmente comunicativo ad intra y libremente 
comunicativo ad extra. 

Hay tambien una teologia, centrada sobre todo en la conoep- 
ci6n del Cristo Mlstico, cuya voz resuena en todos los canticos 
de Dios. Hay una psicologfa de la gracia, cuyo proceso se des¬ 
cribe en todos sus momentos, desde la iniciacidn hasta la con- 
sumacidn final. Y hay una historia de la gracia o de salvacidn del 
genero humano, que comprende ambos Testamentos: en el 
Antiguo la gracia obra m4s veladamente y en el Nuevo se muestra 
en todo su esplendor en la Cabeza y en los miembros. 

La presente exposicidn seguira este orden, exponiendo los 
tres primeros aspectos sobre todo, y aludiendo tambien a la 
historia de la salvacidn, cuando fuere necesario. 


2, La fuerUe superior de la gracia 

S. Agustin pone en Dios la fuente de todos los bienes: «£n 
Dios se halla la fuente inagotable de la vida»^. Aplica frecuente- 
mente al Sumo Ser esta metafora de la fuente, de la que se deri- 
van como tres brazos ontoldgicos: el ser, la verdad, el bien. Todo 
lo que hay de ser, de verdad y de bien, repartido en infinidad de 
criaturas, se deriva de la inagotable fuente, donde est4 la raz6n 
del universe constituldo, la luz para percibir la verdad y la 
fuente de la felicidad que sacia^. Hay dos categorlas de seres: 
el Ser increado y los seres creados. El primero es el Ser por si 
mismo, que no necesita de ningun otro para ser, y de quien todos 
los demas necesitan, y tienen recibido el ser. En este sentido, 
aun distinguiendo S. Agustin un orden natural y un orden sobre- 
natural, a veces llama gracia a la esencia misma del hombre y sus 
prerrogativas, por ser dones concedidos gratis, sin ningun merito 
ni exigencia, porque nadie merece nacer y ser hombre. Y en este 
sentido debe entenderse el dicho agustiniano: Quidquid sumns 
illius misericordia sumus^, Y en otro lugar dice: «Dios nos concede 
a nosotros todos los bienes, porque El es bueno, no porque somos 


^ £n. in Ps. 41, 2, PL 36, 465: Apud Deum est fons vitae et fans insiccabUis, 
* De civ. Dei VIII 10. Sobre el aspeoto temario del las manifestaciones 
divinas puede verse al P. Portali6, en Dictionnaire de th^ologie catholiqne, 
2351—2352, y al P. Iturrioz: el Hombre y su metafisica. 

> En. in Ps. 70, Serm. 1, 2, PL 36, 986. 
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dignos: porque El es misericordioso, no porque nosotros mere- 
cieramos alguna co8a»^. Las raices hondas de nuestra esencia y 
existenoia se ocultan en la profundidad misma del Ser de Dios, 
que es luz, misericordia, amor inefable: AriiemuvdiixmdtitiUionem 
vidit nos, fecit nos, emendavit nos, misit ad nos, redemit nos^. 

A1 misterio de este manantial dltimo y secretfsimo, que recibe 
el nombre de predestinacidn, no llegan los ojos humanos. Pero 
alii resplandecen todos los atributos divinos: la omnipotencia, la 
justicia, la misericordia, la sabiduria. S. Agustin vislumbra alii 
tambien un resplandor patemo y materno, que se manifiesta 
en todas las obras de sus manos; «Dios es Padre, porque crea, 
porque llama, porque manda, porque gobiema: y es madre, 
porque vivifica, porque alimenta, porque lacta, porque nos tiene 
junto a si»^. EstS/S operaciones patemales y matemales, que 
pertenecen lo mismo al mundo natural que sobrenatural, descu* 
bren las riquezas del Ser divino. 

Frente a estas riquezas del Creador se distingue la criatura 
per su indigencia radical, lo que llama S. Agustin indigere Deo: 
Ut ergo boni simus, indigemns Deo^. A la misma entraiia onto- 
Idgica de la criatura humana pertenece esta menesterosidad de 
Dios, no s61o en el momento inicial de la existencia, sino a lo 
largo de ella, porque Dios es dador y custodio de todo bien: 
Dolor ego eram, custos ego ero^. En su polemica antipelagiana 
S. Agustin suele razonar de este modo: «Todo lo que soy, de tu 
misericordia me viene. ^Acaso te mereci, invocandote? Para venir 
al ser, lyo que bice? Para ser un invocador tuyo, ^que bice? 
Porque si yo bice algo para ser, luego era antes de ser. Pues si 
nada era antes de ser, ningun merito tuve ante Ti para ser. Me 
hicisteis para que fuese, y ^no me bicisteis para que fuese bueno? 
Si Tu me diste el ser, y otro me did el ser bueno, mejor es el que 
me did el ser bueno, que el que simplemente me did el ser. Abora 
bien, como nadie es mejor que Tu, nadie mds poderoso, nadie 
mas largo en misericordia que Tu, de quien recibid el ser, del 

» En. in Ps. 41, 12, PL 36, 472. 

* En. in Ps. 32, Serm. 2, 14, PL 36, 292. 

* En. in Ps. 26, Serm. 2, 18, PL 36, 208: PeUer est, quia condidit, quia vocat, 
quia iubet, quia regit; mater est quia fovet, quia nutrit, quia lactat, quia continet. 
Por 680 la gracia se compare a la leche. En. in Ps. 60, 22, PL 36, 827: Nam ei 
lac unde fit easeue, miro modo significat gratiam: manat quippe ex abundantia 
viscerum matemorum, et misericordia delectabUi parvulis gratis infunditur. 

^ En. in Ps. 70, Serm. 2, 6, PL 36, 896. 

» En. in Ps. 38, 12, PL 36, 423. 
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mismo recibio el ser bueno»^. Con la omnipotencia del Creador se 
enlaza la bondad del conservador, del protector, del regidor y 
defensor de las cosas, que ha creado^. La bondad y la miseri- 
cordia andan juntas con la justicia que tiene tanta parte en la 
gracia: luatitia non fit sine Deo^. «En tu justicia sacame y 
dejame libre. No en la mia, sino en la tuya, porque si es en la 
mia, sere de aquellos de quienes se dice: Ignorando la justicia de 
Dios y queriendola suplantar por la suya, no se someten a la 
justicia de Dios (Rom. 10,3). Luego en tu justicia, no en la mia. 
Pues la mia jque es? Tom6 la delantera la iniquidad. Y cuando 
fuere justo, lo sere por tu justicia, porque sere justo con la 
justicia que Tu me diste; y asi, de tal modo sera mia, que no 
deje de ser tuya, porque Tu me la diste»^. La justicia divina, pues, 
como todos los atributos suyos, es fontal, pues toda justicia de 
ella se deriva. <(Porque nadie vive justamente, si no fuere justi- 
ficado. Ahora bien, el hombre es hecho justo por Aquel que no 
puede ser injusto. Porque as! como la lampara no se enciende por 
si misma, asi tambien el alma humana no se da asi misma la luz 
y clama a Dios: Tu encenderAs mi lampara, Senor®, 

Pero la justicia de Dios, al darsenos, se hace nuestra: Est 
enim iustitia Dei, quae et nostra fit, cum donaiur nobis^, 

Los atributos divinos, como la justicia, tienen una funcion 
creadora, porque el justo es una hechura original de la justicia 
de Dios. Asi suele interpretar S. Agustin el sentido del Salmo 
94,6: Qui fecit rvos. Ipse nos fecit populum suum, ipse nos fecit 


^ En. in Ps. 58, Serm. 2,11, PL 36, 713. Segdn los pela^nos, por la 
creaoi6n recibe de Dios el ser, pero el ser bueno se da cada uno a si mismo, 
independientemente de Dios. 

• En. in Ps. 47, 15, PL 36, 542: Protegit nos, quia Deus est, ne moriamur; 
regit nos, quia rex est, ne cadamus, Cfr. En. in Ps. 86, Serm. 1, 14, PL 37, 1127: 
A Te facti sumus, a Te defensi sumus, 

• Epist. 187, IX 30, PL 33, 843. 

• En. in Ps. 70, Serm. 1, 4, PL 36, 877: Cfr. En. in Ps. 51, 21, PL 36, 744: 
Nemo sibi dot quod non habet. Ergo cum sis iniustus, esse non potes iustus, nisi 
convertendo te ad quamdam iustitiam manentem: a qua si recedis, iniustus es, si 
accedis, iustus es, 

• En, in Ps. 109, 1, PL 37,1446: Sicut enim lucema non a seipsa accenditur, 
ita nec anima humana, Esta comparacidn emplea el Santo en la pol^mica anti- 
pelagiana. 

• En. in Ps. 109, 1, PL 37,1446. La expre8i6n nostra fit plantea el problema 
de la gracia habitual o inherente, como cualidad propia del alma que la recibe. 
Cfr. Epistola 140, XXX 71, PL 33, 569 sobre el Salmo 35, 7: Iustitia sicut 
monies Dei, 
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oves pcuicuae suae. Fecit oves de lupis: haec eat gratia^. Propia- 
mente el Creador es el que recrea, y rehace el que hizo. Dios es el 
Recreador y Rehacedor de los hombres*. En el mismo sentido de 
creacion sobrenatural interpreta el Salmo 99,3: Ipse fecit noa et 
non ipsi nos^. N6tese bien que S. Agustin distingue bien los 
beneficios de la naturaleza y los de la gracia. Los ultimos los 
llama maior gratia, en comparacidn de los dones naturales que 
son una gracia menor^. 

A1 enlazar S. Agustin la obra de la gracia con los atributos 
de Dios, esto es, con el Ser mismo de Dios, ha querido salvar la 
plenitud de la soberanla divina, puesta en peligro por la doctrina 
de los pelagianos, para favorecer la independencia de la libertad 
humana. Pero para salvar a esta, no es necesario sacrificar la 
soberanla del Creador. El derecho a salvar y justificar a los 
hombres es un derecho ontoldgico de Dios. 

El pelagianismo signified y significa siempre una mutilacidn 
del concept© de Dios y a la vez una exageracidn errdnea de la 
concepcidn de la naturaleza del hombre, la cual no tiene aquella 
indigencia radical de Dios, que S. Agustin ha puesto siempre de 
relieve. 

En ultima instancia, entra aqul la metaflsica de la partici- 
pacion, que debe aplicarse, no s61o al orden natural, sino tambien 
al sobrenatural. 

«Aquella justicia pues, que vive en si misma, es Dios, y vive 
incomutablemente. Pero siendo ella vida en si misma, se hace 
tambien vida para nosotros, cuando de algun modo nos hacemos 
partlcipes de ella: y asi tambien, siendo justicia en si misma, so 
hace igualmente justicia para nosotros, cuando uniendonos a 


^ Serm. 26, 6. PL 38, 173. Contra duas epistulas Pelagianorum IV 6, 15, 
PL 44, 620: Ipse igiiur facit oves, quibus desolatas impleat civitates. Qtumiam 
ego sum Dominus qui facio te. 

* Serm. 176, 5, PL 38, 952: Quia nemo recreat, nisi qui creai, nemo reficit, 
nisi qui fecit. 

* Epist. 140, XXXV 81, PL 33, 575: Hoc enim non ad earn naturam qua 
homines sumus, cuius naiurae idem ipse Creator est, sed ad illud potius referen^ 
dum est, quod Apostolus ait: Ipsius enim sumusfigmentum creati in Jeau Christo 
in operibua bonis quae praeparavit Deva ut in illis ambulemus (Ephes. 2, 10). 
La misma idea repite interpretando el Salmo 36, 5: Revela ad Dominum viam 
tuam et ipse faciei en De natura et gratia XXXI35, PL 44, 264: Ntdlos enim 
videiur attendisse cum dixit: Et ipse faciei, nisi eos qui dicunt: Nos facimus, id 
est, nos ipsi nos ipsos iustificamus. 

* Serm. 26, 7, PL 38, 173. 
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ella, vivimos justamente: y tanto mis o menos justos somos, 
cuanto mis o menos nos unimos a ella»^. 

3. La gracia capital de Cristo 

Los oomentarios a los Salmos de S. Agustin son un canto con- 
tinuo a Cristo, Cabeza del Cuerpo mlstico y a sus oomnnicaciones 
divinas. Cristo es la mano abierta de Dios, que ha llenado de 
bienes toda la tierra. As! explica el Salmo 103,29: Abriendo tu 
mano, todas las cosas se colmaron de bienes. ^Que es eso, Senor, 
que abres tu mano? Tu mano es Cristo: Manus tua Christus est^, 

Dios derrama la plenitud de sus misericordias por su Hijo 
encarnado, fuente universal de gracia y justicia y santidad para 
los hombres. Esta es la gracia capital, como llama en teologia. 
«Cristo es la Cabeza de todos nosotros: Cuerpo de aquella Cabeza 
somos todos nosotros»^. Los Salmos estin llenos de voces de la 
Cabeza y de los miembros, de Cristo y de los cristianos. «Apenas 
hallaris en los Salmos sino las voces de Cristo y de la Iglesia»^. 
En Cristo puso Dios la plenitud de gracia, para que la comunique 
a los hombres: «En este, pues, Senor y Salvador nuestro, fue 
puesta grande y plena gracia. La ley fue dada por Moises. La 
gracia y la verdad fue dada por Jesucristo. La gracia ha sido 
derramada en tus labios (Ps. 44,3). Vino a nosotros con palabra 
de gracia, con 6sculo de gracia. jQue cosa mis dulce que esta 
grfiu^ia? a que fin se ordena esta gracia? Dichosos aquellos 
cuyas iniquidades fueron perdonadas y cuyos pecados fueron 
cubiertos (Ps. 31,1)»®. Esta plenitud de la gracia de Cristo es 
difusiva para los hombres, que se hacen miembros suyos. Es una ^ 
uncidn santa que de la Cabeza se derrama en todo el cuerpo: 
^Mesias se llama en hebreo, Cristo en griego, Ungido en latin: 

^ Epist. 120,19, PL 33,461: Sieut atUem haec, cum sit in seipsa vita, etiam 
nobis fit vita, cum eius efficimur utcumque participes, ita cum in seipsasit 
iustitia, etiam nobis fit iustitia, cum ei cohaerendo, iustevivimus, Sobre la parti- 
cipaci6n de la imagen de Dios, Salmo 4, 7, v^ase la Epist. 140, XXXIll 77, 
PL 33, 673. 

* En. in Ps. 103, 12, PL 37, 1387. 

* En. in Ps. 83, 6, PL 37, 1069. 

* En. in Ps. 69,1, PL 36, 713; Viz est ut in psalmis invenias voces nisi 
Christi et Ecclesiae. En. in Ps. 66,1, PL 36, 662; Quia ergo totus Christus Caput 
et Corpus eius, propterea in omnibus psalmis sic audiamus voces Capitis ut 
audiamus voces Corporis, 

‘ En. in Ps. 18, Serm. 2, 2, PL 36, 167; Venit nobis cum Verbo gratiae, cum 
oscvlo gratiae. Quid ista gratia dulciusf 
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pero El unge todo el cuerpo. Todos los que vienen reciben la 
graoia, para que se alegren con el 61eo»^. Sobre los miembros 
desciende el ungiiento de Cristo, esto es, la santificacidn espiritual: 
Ab ipso Christo, tanquam a Capite, sanctum descendit unguentum, id 
est, sanctificaiio spiritualist. I^meramenteesta santificaci6n espi¬ 
ritual descendi6 sobre los Apdstoles, que es la parte viril, y como la 
barba de la Iglesia, cuando envid el Espiritu Santo sobre ellos*. 

S. Agustin relaciona esta uncidn con la gracia capital de Cristo, 
as! como tambien la realeza y el sacerdocio. Todas estas prerro- 
gativas del Salvador se vinculan a su Unidn hipostatica, que 
es la uncidn mesi&nica. Begir el Cuerpo y santificarlo por el sacri- 
ficio continue es propio del Ungido de del Senor. Tambien el 
concepto de Mediador se inserta en este punto. Ungido, Sumo 
Sacerdote, Rey, Mediador, Redentor son titulos de Cristo en 
conexidn con la gracia difusiva o capital. Por semos imposible 
tratar de estos titulos, para no alargar este estudio, remitimos 
al lector a otros autores^. Se enlazan tambidn con este argumento 
las metaforas de la Fuente, de la Vid, del Grano de trigo. S. Agu¬ 
stin aplica a Cristo las palabras del Salmo 35,10: Quoniam apud 
te est fans vitae. Christus est fans vitae^^ Pqj< la Fuente de vida, 
de su llenura ban recibido todos aun los que vivieron antes de 
venir El, como los Patriarcas y Profetas, y los que vinieron 
despues de El, como los Apdstoles, los M&rtires y Santos*. 

La misma derivacidn fontal de la gracia se contiene en la 
alegoria de la Vid. «Los cristianos unidos a la Cabeza lo pueden 

^ £n. in Ps. 103, Serm. 3,13, PL 37, 1370: Sed Corpus suum Mum perun- 
git. La abundsnoia de la unoidn de Aar6n simboliza la de Cristo. £n. in 
Ps. 132, 7, PL 37, 1732. 

* Contra litt. Petiliani II 104, PL 43, 341. A propdsito del Salmo 132, 
2 sobre la unoi6n de Aar6n. 

* £n. in Ps. 132, 7, PL 37, 1733: In capite ipsius ungutnium, quia Mua 
Christus cum Ecclesia: sed a Capite venit unguentum. Caput nostrum Christus 
est; crucifixum et sepuUum, resusdtatum ascendit in caelum; et venit Spiritus 
Sanctus a Capite ... Ergo Mud primum unguentum descendit ad AposMos, 
descendit in Mos qui primes impetus saeculi sustinuerunt. 

^ Cfr. A. Oddone: La figura de Cristo nel pensiero di Agostino, Torino 1930. — 
£. Sohiltz: La Christologie de S. Augustin. £n: Nouvelle Revue th^ologique (Ju¬ 
lio—Agosto 1936) — J. Mohan: De nominibus Christi divi Augustini doctrinam 
christologioam et soteriologicam ezj>onentibus. Apud Aedes Seminarii S. Mariae 
ad Laoum, Mundelein (Ulinois) 1936,73 pp.—£. Negrete O. S. A.: La Realeza de 
Cristo segun S. Agustin, en: Religi6n y Cultura, 1931, pp. 161—178. 321—360. 

‘ Serm. 233, 2, PL 38, 1113. 

* Serm. 289, 5, PL 38,1311. £xplioa las palabras de S. Juan: Nos omnes de 
pUnitudine eius accepimus: Nos omnes. Me fons, nos vasa; Me dies, nos lucemae. 
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todo, sin ella nada. ^Por que? Porque unidos a laCabeza forman 
la Vid; separados de la Cabeza son sarmientos solitaries'^. 

Con la comunicacidn de la gracia al Cuerpo mlstico se relaciona 
la venida del Espiritu Santo, que es el fluminia imptius del 
Salmo 45,5: Dictum eat de inunicUione Spiritua Sancti^. 

Pero ademas de este proceso publico de la gracia capital, que 
se da a la Iglesia, hay otro privado en el que se comunica a los 
miembros en particular. «¥ as! se hace inmaculado el corazdn de 
los miembros del Cuerpo de Cristo con la gracia por la misma 
Cabeza del Cuerpo, es decir, por Jesucristo, Nuestro Senor, en 
virtud del bautismo regenerador, donde quedan borrados todos 
nuestros pecados pasados, y por la ayuda del Espiritu, con que 
luchamos contra los deseos de la came, para que no seamos venci- 
dos en la pelea, y por el efecto de la oracidn dominical, cuando 
decimos: Perddnanos nuestras deudas»*. Asi incorporo a los 
hombres, redimiendolos y haciendolos miembros suyos, para que 
sean un solo Cristo^* Cristo, como Cabeza, destruye todo el mal 
anterior, y comunica los nuevos dones de la gracia, que ayudan 
para la salvacion. Y asi todo cristiano puede repetir con gozo: 
Avulaiati merita mea, iuaeruiati dona tua. Me has arrancado todos 
los malos pasados, y has puesto en mi el nuevo injerto de los 
bienes celestiales^. 


^ En. in Pa. 30, Serm. 2,4, PL 36,400: Domine,^ si sine Te nihil, totum in 
Te, Etenim quidquid ille operatur per nos, nos videmur operari. La conexi6n 
vital de los cristianos con Cristo reluce en la alegorfa de la vid. Tambi6n en la 
del grano de trigo, segdn el texto evang^lico: Nisi granum frumenti cadens in 
terram mortuum fuerit, Joan. 12, 24: lUi grano muUa seges debebatur. En. in 
Ps. 140, 25, PL 37,1832. Todo el trigo que ha nacido despu^s estaba contenido 
en aquel maravilloso Grano, multiplicado por la fe de los gentiles. Tal es el 
sentido del Salmo 140,10: Singularis sum ego donee transeam. Con la muerte 
y la gloria de Cristo comenzd la multiplicacidn de las mieses. 

* Serm. 32, 6, PL 38, 198. Lo mismo interpreta las palabras del Salmo 35, 
9: Inebriabuntur ubertate domus tuae, et torrenie volupkUis tuae potabis eos, Ib. 
ib.: Cum ergo sic acceperit fluvium in bono. Con la venida del Espiritu Santo 
relaciona el Salmo 57,19: Hanc esse magnam grabiam Salvaioris, qui ascendena 
in altum captivam duxit captivitaiem et dedit dona hominUms. Epist. 188,1, 
PL 33, 850. En De spir. et litt. XXIX 50, PL 44, 231: Captivam duxit capti¬ 
vitaiem et dedit dona hominibus: inde habet quicumque habet. 

» En. in Ps. 118, Serm. 19, 7, PL 37, 1556. 

* En. in Ps. 26, Serm. 2, 2, PL 36, 200: Agnus immaculatus, fuso sanguine 
suo redimens nos, concorporans nos sibi, faciens membra sua, ut in illo et nos 
Christus essemus, 

» En. in Ps. 142,18, PL 37, 1855. En. in Ps. 21, Serm. 2, 3, PL 36,172: 
Delicta nostra sua delicta fecit, ut iustitiam suam nostrum iustitiam facer et. 
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4. La formcuAdn del Cuerpo de Cristo 

«Todo el Cuerpo de Cristo, diga: Por la gracia de Dios soy lo 
que soy»^. Pero este Cuerpo ha tenido un lento prooeso de for- 
maci6n, por haber caido el hombre en un estado de culpa que 
conviene considerar aqul. Porque «Cristo hall6 a todos peca- 
dores. S61o vino sin pecado el que hall6 a todos pecadores»*. He 
aqul el vinculo humano con el antiguo Addn, primer prevari- 
cador. Todo hombre esta identificado espiritualmente con Ad&n; 
es Ad&n, contagiado con la peste de su culpa^. Porque en el fue 
toda criatura humana viciada, como en su ralz, y pues no quiso 
vivir sometida a la verdad, qued6 sujeta a la vanidad^. Por 
eso el g4nero humano forma una masa de pecadores, que viene de 
pecadores: Faclum eat genua humanum tanquam maaaa ^pecca- 
tommy profhiena de peccatoribua^, 

Existe un pecado universal y colectivo, llamado original. Los 
Salmos dieron a S. Agustln luces para conocer y describir la 
miseria del hombre caido. A lo largo de su polemica aduce contra 
los pelagianos el texto del Salmo 50,7: Ego in iniquitaiibua con- 
ceptvs aum et in peccatia concepit me maJter mea. «Porque David 
fue concebido legltimamente de legltima mujer. Pues i segun 
que procedencia dice: He sido concebido en iniquidad, sino por¬ 
que all! hay algo de propagacidn de muerte que trae consigo todo 
el que nace de la uni6n del hombre y de la mujert®? Este pecado 
universal trae consigo un cortejo funebre, integrado por la im- 
pietaa, infirmitaa, moray y a estas tres consecuencias capitales se 
pueden reducir otros males, como iniquitaSy vitiumy peccatumy 


^ En. in Ps. 118, Serm. 13,1, PL 37, 1536: Totum Corpua Chriati dicat: 
Gratia Dei aum id quod aum (I Cor. 15,10). 

* En. II in Ps, 30, Serm. 1, 6, PL 36, 233: 8olua aine peccato venit qui noa 
peccatorea invenit. 

* En. in Ps. 70, Serm. 2,1, PL 36,891: Omnia homo Adam. 

* En. in Ps. 118, Serm. 17, 5, PL 37, 1549. 

* En. in Ps. 70, Serm. 1,15, PL 36,885. De div. quaest. 83, q. 68,3, PL 40, 
71: Omnea una maaaa luti facti aumua quod eat maaaa peccati. Cfr. De divers, q. 
ad Simpl. 116,19, PL 40, 121.124. En. in Ps. 23, PL 72, 23, PL 36, 924: 
Maaaa mortalitatia. 

* Serm. 170, 4. PL 38, 929: Ihi eat quiddam de mortia propaqine quod aecum 
trahit omnia qui ex coniunctione viri et feminae naacitur, En el mismo sentido 
v^anse los siguientes lugares: En. in Ps. 142, 8, PL 37, 1850. — De peccato 
originali XXXV, PL 44, 399. — De peccat. mer. et remissione 134; III 13, 
PL 44, 129. 194. — Contra duas epist. Pelagianorum IV 4. 29, PL 44, 612. 
632. - Contra lul. Pelag. I 32; II15; VI 83, PL 44, 662. 684. 874. 
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malitia, iniustitia, tenehroey vulnera, ignorantiay error, captivUaSy 
vanitaSy cura, labor, am/gor curarum , . . Uno de los efectos mas 
caracteristicos del hombre caido es lo que podia llamarse la 
fractura, la profunda excisidn interna del hombre, el helium 
intestinum, que dirlael Santo: Cecidistiy fractus es; et quiafractvs 
es idea adversus es tibi: ideo es contra te^. 

La situacidn del hombre caido es semej ante al samaritano de 
la parabola evangelica, medio muerto en la orilla del camino y 
curado por Cristo*. Uno de los verbos de miseria del hombre 
caido es el locere, frecuente en la pluma de S. Agustin. El in imo 
iacere implica una impotencia radical en el hombre para levan- 
tarse por si mismo y la necesidad de la redencidn. 

A veces S. Agustin resume la miseria del hombre en dos penas: 
la ignorancia y la concupiscencia, las tinieblas y la lujuria*. 
Pero ello no excluye la malicia, que desintegra y pudre el ser 
humano^. 

Este es el profundo lago de miseria y de iniquidad, que precede 
de la concupiscencia, de que habla el Salmo 39,3^. S. Agustin 
hallaba en si mismo este estado de corrupcidn, de herida, de impo¬ 
tencia, de debilidad, que atenazan al ser caido. 
si Tu no me hubieras socorrido? jQue desesperado estaba, si no 
me hubieras curado? Con una herida grande peligraba, pero 
aquella herida mia pedia un M^ico omnipotente. Para el Medico 
omnipotente nada hay incurables®. 

Tambien S. Agustin ye al hombre sumido en la insinceridad y 
la mentira e interpreta en un sentido antipelagiano la expresidn 
del Salmo 116,2: Omnis homo mendax. A la mentira pertenece el 
hombre viejo, esto es, Adan: a la verdad, el hombre nuevo, el 
hijo de Dios, es decir, Cristo’. De suyo el hijo de Adan vive en 

i^Serm. 128, 6, PL 38, 717. 

* En. in Ps. 30, 11, PL 36. 236. - En. in Ps. 118, Serm. 8, 2, PL 37, 1619. 

* En. in Ps. 34, Serm. 1, 9, PL 36, 328: 8urU ista duo mala magnae poemae 
humanat: tenebraty ignorarUia, lubricumy luxuria. 

* En. in Ps. 34, 11, PL 36, 330: Malitia tua ab interiore procedit, te prius 
inanes reddit, Tu pulris es irUuSy unde isle vermis processii: intus nihil integrum 
dereliquit. 

^ En. in Ps. 39, 3, PL 36, 434: lAmus luti coneupiscentiae eamalesy tenebrae 
iniquitatum, 

* En. in Ps. 68, Serm. 2, 11, PL 36, 712. 

^ Serm. 166, 2, PL 38, 908. El el mismo sentido lo interpreta en De per- 
fectione iustitiae hominis XII30, PL 44, 307. En la En. in Ps. 116, 3, PL 37, 
1492, lo relaciona con la gracia deificante: Non erunt mendaceSy in quantum 
non erunt homines, quoniam dii erunt et filii aUissimi, 
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el engano y en la mentira. El omnia homo mendax del Salmo se 
ilustra con las palabras de S. Juan: Qui loquitur mendacium de auo 
loquitur (Joan. 8,44). Nemo habet de auo niai mendacium atque 
peccatum. Si quid autem homo habet veritatia atque iuatitiae, ab 
illo fonte habet quern debemua aitire in hoc eremo^, De aqul nace 
la impotencia en que se halla para salvarse. «Porque tu no puedes 
liberarte, necesitas de un Libertador»*. S. Agustin hace hincapie 
tambien en otros textos de los Salmos para manifestar la situ- 
acidn del hombre caldo, como son los de los Salmos 13,1—3: Non 
eat qui facicU bonum^ non eat uaquc ad unum^, y los del Salmo 18,13: 
Delicta quia inteUigit^, y los del 15,4: Multiplicatia infirmitcUibua, 
poatea aoceleraverunt^j y los del 143,4: Homo vanitaii aimilia 
factua eat^, y los del 142,6: Anima mea, velut terra, aine aqua tibi, 
que comenta de este modo: «Mi alma es como tierra sin agua 
para Ti. Puedo tener sed de Ti, pero no puedo regarme a ml 
mismo. Riegala, Tu, porque es tierra inacuosa para Ti. Envlame 
tu Iluvia, conflrmame, para que no sea como polvo que arroja 
el viento en la superficie de la tierra*^. 

Pero de esta tierra puede brotar la justicia con la gracia de lo 
alto: rjOh tierra, que cuando pecaste, olste: Tierra eres y en 
tierra te has de volver (Gen. 3,19); brote de ti la verdad para que 
mire del cielo la justiciar®. Del hombre nace la verdad, cuando 
confiesa su pecado e impotencia, asl como al contrario, los senti- 
mientos de orgullo son mendaces y engafiadores®. 

^ In Joan. £v. tract. 5, 1, PL 35, 1414. La frase Nemo habet de suo nisi 
mendacium atque peccatum pas6 al Concilio de Orange, Can. 6, Denz. Ban. 195. 
£1 logro de la autenticidad o sinceridad, de que tanto se habla hoy, es im- 
posible sin la participaoidn de la verdad de Cristo. 

• £n. II in Ps. 30, Serm. 1, 6, PL 36,233: Quia tu te liberare non potes, indiges 
liberatore, 

• De perf. iustit, orig. XIII 31, PL 44, 307—308. 

^ Ib. XIV 34, PL 44, 309. 

» Ib. XIX 42, PL 44, 315. 

• £n. in Ps. 143, 11, PL 37, 1864. 

’ £n. in Ps. 142, 12, PL 37, 1852: Sitire tibi possum, me irrigare non pos~ 
sum, Irriga earn, quia velut terra sine aqua tibi. Complue me, confirma me, ne 
sim ptdvis quern proiicit venius a facie terrae. V^ase tambien sobre este verso 
£n. in Ps. 118, Serm. 17, 3, PL 37, 1549. 

® £n. in Ps. 84, 13, PL 37, 1079. 

• £n. in Ps. 70, 1, PL 36, 874: Haec est ergo tota scientia magna hominem 
scire, quia ipse per se nihil est: et quoniam quidquid est, a Deo est. 
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5. La gracia 'prevenierUe 

De la 8ituaci6n del hombre caido se desprende su impotencia 
para salvarse. For esto, toda iniciativa de salvacidn viene de 
Dios. Esta prerrogativa de la soberatiia y libertad absoluta de 
Dios, que no puede ser estimulada desde fuera por ninguna exi- 
gencia o merito, tuvo mucha importancia en la polemica anti- 
pelagiana, sobre todo en el segundo periodo de lucha con los 
Uamados semipelagianos, quienes distingulan en la fe el principio, 
el aumento y la consiimacidn. En el principio o initium fidei pueden 
distinguirse tres cosas: la adhesidn a la fe, el deseo de salvacidn, que 
resulta de ella, y la invocacidn de la eusistencia divina. Y estas tres 
cosas son obra del libre albedrlo^. S. Agustin en un principio ad- 
mitid ciertos movimientos saludables en la criatura para volverse 
a Dios y creer en El, pero profundizando en el pasaje de S. Pablo 
(I Cor. 4,7): Quid habea quod non accepiatm ; llegd a la conclusidn 
de que toda iniciativa salvifica corresponde a Dios. 

En este punto los Salmos le ayudaron a confirmar su vision 
antropoldgica. Sobre todo el Salmo 68,11: Miaericordia eiua 
praeveniet me, le sirvid de apoyo en la polemica. «Luego no me 
levante yo primero a Ti, sino Tu viniste a despertarme>*. Excitare 
es uno de los verbos de gracia mas expresivos para describir el 
hecho que estamos comentando. S. Agustin supone al genero 
humano sumergido en un profundo sopor, parecido al que padecid 
el mismo y que describe en una de las paginas m&s conmovedoras 
de sus Confesiones^. A Dios le corresponde despertar al dormido 
en el olvido de Dios. El previene en todo. «Para que fueras, para 
que sintieras, para que oyeras, para que consintieras, se adelantd 
a ti su misericordia. Se adelantd en todo»®. Por eso S. Agustin 

^ Sobre la causa del semipelagianismo y^ase la Carta de S. Prdspero; Epi- 
stola 225, PL 33, 1002—1007. H. Rondet: Gratia Christi, pp. 144 y sts., Paris 
1948. E. Amann: Semi-pelagianisme en; DictionnairedeTh6ologieCatholique 
XIV, col. 1796 sts. 

* De praedestinatione sanctorum 3, 7, PL 44, 964. 

* En. in Ps. 58,19, PL 36, 704: Quid tnim attuli ut me iuatificaresf Q^id 
in me invenisti nisi sola peccata? ... Non ergo prior ad Te exsurrexi, sed Tu ad 
me eaxitandum venisti, Antequam aliquid boni ego fcu^iam, misericordia eius 
praeveniet me. Quid hie respondebil infelix Pelagius? 

^ Conf. VIII 5,12. Seiia importante hacer un estudio sobre los diversos 
efectos del verbo excitare, o de la gracia que podiamos llamar excitante en el 
proceso del initium fidei. 

^ Serm. 175, 5, PL 38, 952: Ut esses, %U sentires, ut attires, ut consentires, 
praevenit te misericordia eius, Praevenit te in omnibus. En el mismo sentido en 
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enlaza con este Salmo el texto paulino arriba mencionado: 
«Con6iderad lo que se dijo: La misericordia se adelantard a tl. 
Si tu primero llevaste algo tuyo, y por ese bien mereciste la 
misericordia de Dios, El no te previno. j CuAndo entenderAs que 
fuiste prevenido, si no entiendes lo del Apdstol: Pues, i que tienes 
que no hayas recibido? Y si lo has recibido, ja que te glorias, 
como si no lo hubieras recibido? (I Cor. 4,7). Eso es, su miseri¬ 
cordia se adelantarA a ti»^. Igualmente para S. Agustfn son uha 
y came la gracia preveniente y la gloria de Dios. La gracia siempre 
realza la gloria divina, pero mAs aun, cuando echa el paso adelante 
a todos los merecimientos humanos, porque entonces resplandece 
con pureza la bondad de Dios. Y as! las expresiones de los Salmos, 
58,11: Misericordia eius pra^eveniet me, y las del 113,9: Non 
nobis, Domine, non nobis, sed Nomini tuo da gloriam, y las del 
99,2: Ipse fecit nos et non ipsi nos, pregonan el mismo hecho y la 
misma gloria^. No nos hemos hecho justos nosotros a nosotros 
mismos, sino Dios, y por eso, para El es toda gloria. 

La gracia preveniente tiene sus manifestaciones particulares 
en las conversidn y vocaeidn de las almas. Los pelagianos inter- 
pretaban la invitacidn a convertirse hecha por boca del Profeta 
Zacarfas 1,3: Convertimini ad meet convertar ad vos, en el sentido 
de que segAn el mArito de nuestra conversidn a Dios se da la 
gracia por la que El se vuelve a nosotros. «No advierten los que 
esto dicen, que si no fuera don de Dios aun nuestra misma conver- 
si6n a Dios, no se le dlrfa:; Oh Dios de las virtudes, conviertenos! 
(Ps. 79,8); ni lo del Salmo 87,5: Dios, Tu nos vivificarAs, con- 
virtiendonos: Conviertenos, joh Dios de las salvaciones! Y lo 
mismo se diga de otros textos que seria prolijo enumerar. Pues 
el venir a Cristo, [que es sino convertirse a El, creyendo? Y con 
todo dice: Nadie puede venir a Ml, si no le fuere dado de mi 
Padre (Joan. 6,66)»*. 


el Senn. 174,4, PL 38, 942: Ut vxdertmus vtsi sumus, ut dUigeremus dUecti 
sumus. TambiAn el Salmo 46, 7: Terra dedit fructum suum, le inspira el mismo 
pensamiento: Daret fructum suum nisi ante compluereturf Daret terra fructum 
suum, nisi ante misericordia Dei venir et desuper? 

^ En. in Ps. 58, Serm. 2,11, PL 36, 712: Si aliquid tuum primum attulisti, 
et ex tuo bono aliquo primo Dei misericordiam meruisti, non te pra^venit, 

* En. in Ps. 18, En. II 2, PL 36, 158: Non solum quippe homines, sed etiam 
iustos, si tamen sumus, ipse fecit nos, et non ipsi nos, 

• De gratia et lib. arb. V 10, PL 44, 888: Otros lugares sobre la gracia de la 
conversidn pueden verse en En. in Ps. 84, 6, PL 37, 1072; En. in Ps. 79, 4, 
PL 36, 1022: Deus converts nos, aver si enim sumus a Te, et nisi Tu convertas. 
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6. La gracia liberante 

La gracia como libertadora, gratia liberatrix, va vinculada 
a conceptos fundamentales en la soteriologla, cuales son la massa 
damnaia, captivitaSj redemptiOy damnatio. El concepto de esclavi- 
tud es psicologico y ontol6gico. Psicologico, en el sentido de 
hallarse el hombre sometido a la tirania de las pasiones. En este 
aspecto explica siempre el Salmo 118,133: Itinera mea dirige 
secundum verbum tuum ut non dominetur mihi omnia iniquitcLS. 
Este texto ha tenido mucha parte en la polemica antipelagiana 
para defender el dogma de la redencion, que implica la liberacion 
de un esclavitud: Vendidi me, redime me, vendidi me arbitrio 
meo, redime me Sanguine tuo^. 

El Salmo 116,16: Dirupisti vincula mea, es tambien un cantico 
de liberacion^. La interpretacidn m4s bella nos la dan las Con- 
fesiones: O Domine, ego servus tuus, ego servus tuua et filius 
ancillae tuae. Dirupisti vincula mea, tibi sacrificabo hostiam lavdis, 
De quo imo altoqite aecreto evocatum eat in momento liberum arbi- 
trium meum, quo avJbderem cervices Uni iugo tuo, et humeros Uvi 
sarcinae tuae, Christe lesu, adiutor meus et redemptor meus^l 

Por eso S. Agustin hablaba con profunda experiencia, cuando 
decia a sus oyentes: «Nosotros primero debemos reconocer nues- 
tra cautividad, y luego nuestra liberaci6n»^. En el mismo 

non convertemur, — In Joan. Ev. tract. 63, 11, PL 36, 1779: Ipsa enim conver- 
sio de Illius gratia est cut dicitur: Deus virttUum, converte nos. 

Serm. 313, 2, PL 38, 1423. Sobre la conver8i6n de S. Cipriano. Sem. 77,6, 
PL 38, 486. Sobre la oonversidn de los gentiles, oomentando lo del Salmo 106, 
47: Congrega nos de gentibus ut confiteamur Nomini tuo et gloriemur in laude tua. 
En. in Ps. 70, Serm. 2, 3, PL 36, 896. Sobre la resurreocidn de L4zaro, imagen 
de la resurreccidn espiritual o conversidn del alma a Dios. 

^ Serm. 30, 2, PL 38, 187. He aqui algunos lugares donde el pasaje citado 
del Salmo 118, 133 se aduce como prueba antipelagiana. De peccat. mer. et 
remiss. II7, PL 44,166. — De Gestis Pelagii 31, PL 44, 339. — De perf. et iust. 
hominis X 21, PL 44,303. — De spiritu et litt. XIII, PL 44,263. — Serm. 30,1 
PL 38, 187—188. — Opus. imp. contra lul. VI 17, PL 46, 1639; I 88, PL 46, 
1107. — Epist. 167, II 8, PL 33, 676: Quomodo libera est cui dominatur iniqui- 
tasf - Ib. Ill 16, PL 33, 682. 

* En. in Ps. 116, 7, PL 37, 1494. — In Joan. Ev. tract. 34, 8, PL 36,1656. 

* Conf. IX 1, PL 32, 763. En. in Ps. 57, 4, PL 36, 677: Veniet autem gratia 
Dei ut delectet te iustitia, sicut delectabat iniquitas: et homo qui ex vinculis re- 
solutus es, exdamfibis ad Deum: Dirupisti vincula mea. Quid est dirupisti vincula 
mea, nisi remisisti peccata mea? 

^ En. in Ps. 64, 1, PL 36, 772: Debemus et nos nosse prius captivitatem 
nostram, deinde liberationem nostram. 
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sentido libertador se explica el Salmo 148,8: Dominua solvit 
compeditoSy y el 39,3: Ednxit me de lacu miseriae^, y el 139,2: 
Libera me de homine malo^y y el 95,1—3: CarUate Domino canticum 
novumy que es un cantico de salvacidn*. 

La palabra necessitates del Salmo 30,8: Salvam fecisti de neces¬ 
sitatis animam meamy la entiende de las diversas esclavitudes, 
cuales son el pecado, la muerte, que es su castigo, y las costum- 
bres de pecar que tiranizan el alma^. Puespecdla voluntad, conse- 
cuencia fue para el pecador la dura necesitad de tener pecados 
hasta que sea suprimida toda flaqueza, y se reciba tanta libertad, 
donde, asi como es necesario permanezca juntamente la voluntad 
de vivir felizmente, tampoco falte la voluntaria y feliz necesidad 
de vivir bien y no pecar nunca*. Analoga interpretacidn hace 
del Salmo 24,17: De necessitatibus meis erne me®. Por eso la 
perfecta justicia es la perfecta sanidad y la perfecta libertad^. 
La solucidn de estas cadenas espirituales le viene al hombre con 
el perd6n de los pecados y el gusto de la justicia: «Cada uno es 
suelto de las cadenas de las codicias malas y de los nudos de los 
pecados por la remisidn de estos»®. En el mismo sentido se 
explica el Salmo 84,4: Avertisti captimtatem Jacob, Ecce unde 
avertit captivitatemy quia remisit iniquitatem, Iniquitas tenebat 
captivum, Remissa iniquitate liberaris, Ista liberatio spiritualis est ^. 


^ £n. in Ps. 145, 17, PL 37, 1896: Peccavimua et compedes inde (tccepimus 
In Joan. Ev. tract. 34, 8, PL 35, 1655. £n sentido mis dramatioo en la £n. in 
Ps. 106,10, PL 37, 1424: Sedentes in tenebris et in umbra mortis, eompeditos in 
mendicitate et ferro. Unde hoc nisi quia tibi trihuebas, quia gratiam Dei non 
agnoscebasy quia consilium Dei drea te reprobabas f En. in Ps. 39, 3, PL 36,431. 
Tambiin en el Serm. 33, 5, PL 38, 209 iClratiasagit gratiae Dei per remissionem 
peccatorum. 

* En. in Ps. 139, 4, PL 37,1805. Serm. 297, PL 38,1363: Liberet te Deus a te, 

’ En. in Ps. 95, 2, PL 37, 1227—1228: Vetus cantat cupiditas camis: novum 

cantat charitas Dei, En el Serm6n 27,2, PL 38, 179 se comenta: Si enim 
captivitate non teneremur, Redemptore non egeremus, 

^ En. in Ps. 30, Serm. 1, 13, PL 36, 237—238. Cupiditates nostrae, quando 
validae sunt, et quando eis servimus, necessitates vocantur, lb. n. 14. 

* De perf. iust. hominis IV 9, PL 44, 296. 

• Epist. 220, 10, PL 33, 996. — De perf. iust. hominis IV 9, PL 44, 296. — 
Contra lul. op. imp. V 40, PL 45, 1477. 

’ De perf. iust. hominis III 7, PL 44, 295. 

® En. in Ps. 101, Serm. 2, 3, PL 37, 1306: Solvitur unusquisque a vinculis 
cupiditatum malarum vel a nodis peccatorum suorum, Remissio peccatorum 
solutio est, 

• En. in Ps. 84, 4, PL 37, 1070. 
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Dos tipos de esclavitud ve S. Agustln en la mujer corcovada 
(Luc. 13,16) y en Ldzaro de Betania (Joan. 11,43—44)^. 

La gracia trae la Uberacidn del demonio y de su tirania: 
«Pues cuando se justifioa el implo, de implo se hace justo, y de 
la posesidn del diablo pasa al templo de Djo6»*. La buena muerte 
es sobre todo la liberacidn del demonio: «Todo8 al morir, si 
morimos bien, quedamos libres de su poder. Al contrario los que 
mueren en la iniquidad, quedan presos en sus manos, para que 
con 41 sean condenados al fin. Nos libra, pues, el Senor de las 
manos del enemigo, que quiere tiranizar por medio de nuestras 
pasiones: lUe enim per nostras vuU ca/perei^^, 

Nuestra liberacidn del demonio Cristo la ope^ sobre todo por 
su sacrificio. As! dice explicando el Salmo 129,4: Ajmd te est 
propitiatio: «jC!u&l es esta propiciacidn, sino el sacrificio? {Y 
ca&l es el sacrificio, sino el que fu4 ofirecido por nosotros? La 
sangre inocente derramada bomS todos los pecados de los cul- 
pables. Tcm grande precio redimid a todos los cautivos de las 
manos del cautivador enemigo. Luego en Ti estd la propiciacidn»^. 

7. La gracia saruirUe 

Uno de los efectos del x>ecado original es la vulneracidn de 
la naturaleza humana, la cual, segun S. Agustin puede herirse a 
si misma y enfermarse, pero no puede curarse. Sin duda la 
parabola del buen Samaritano ha infiuldo en esta imagen de la 
antropologla crisiiana*. nAsi como nosotros podemos descargar 
el golpe y herir nuestra came, mds para curarla acudimos al 
medico, as! no estd en nuestro poder el curamos, como lo estd 
el herimos; el alma se basta para pecar, mas para curar las 
lesiones que produce el pecado, implora el socorro medicinal de 
Dios. Por eso dice en otro Salmo 40,6: Yo dije, Senor, ten piedad 
de ml, Sana mi alma, porque he pecado»*. 

Este es un aspecto que tuvo que defender contra los pelagianos, 
para los cuales la naturaleza es sana, robusta y llena de vigor. 

1 En. in Ps. 67, 8, PL 36, 816. 

* En. in Ps. 7, 5, PL 36, 100: Ex possessione diaboli migrat in iemplum Dei, 

» En. in Ps. 30. En. II, Serm. 1,14, PL 36, 238. 

^ En. in Ps. 129, 3, PL 37, 1697: Pretium tantum datum redemit amnes 
captives de manu captivantis inimici. 

» Serm. 171, 2, PL 38, 933. 

* Serm. 20,1, PL 38, 138: Ita ad peccandum anima Mi ipsa sufficit: ad 
sanandum quod peccatum laeserit, Dei medicinalem dexteram implorat. 
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Pero S. Agustin lea replioaba: VvlnercUa, aaucia, veocaia, perdita 
est: vera confessione, non defenaione egei^. El texto oitado del 
Salmo 40,5 ocurre mucho en la polemioa antipelagiana; «Sanad 
mi alma, porque he pecado. i Que se sana, si nada hay vulnerado, 
niherido, nadadebilitadoy vioiado ?»*. Elpec€uloproduceunZan- 
gtLor ncUurae, un langor y debilidad de naturaleza, que la gracia 
cura; por eso se pide al Senor: «Sanad mi alma»^. En igual sentido 
se interpretan los Salmos 11,2: Salvum me fac, Domine^; el 29,3: 
Exdamavi tibi et aanaati me^; Salmo 84,5: Converte noa, Deua 
sanitaJtum noatrarum^\ el Salmo 102,3: Sanavit langvorea’^; el 
Salmo 84,5: Converte noa, Deua aanikUum noatrarum^; el Salmo 
6,3.4: Miaerere mei, Domine, quoniam infirmua aum; aana, 
Dominey animam meam quoniam conturbata aunt omnia oaaa 
mea ^; el Salmo 102,4: Qui aanat omnea Uinguorea tuoa^^\ y el Salmo 
70,2: inclina ad me aurem tuam^^. 

Por enfermedades S. Agustin entiende las inclinaciones vidosas, 
debilidades, el desorden de las pasiones, la ignorancia, la concu- 
piscencia, la fragilidad general y la misma mortalidad humana. 

8. La gracia ayudarUe 

Los Salmos invocan frecuentemente a Dios como ayudador 
nuestro. Este tftulo ha entrado como uno de los principales en 
nuestra soteriologla. El hombre es un ser necesitado de ayuda y 

^ De nat. et gratia 53, 62, PL 44, 277. Viiiaia estnaturoy medicum implorat. 
Ib. 60, 68, PL 44, 276. 

* Ib. 19, 21, PL 44, 266, En. in Ps. 40, 6, PL 36, 468-469. - En. in Ps. 42, 
8, PL 36, 482. 

» De gpiiitu et litt. XXVIII 47, PL 44, 229. Ib. XXX 62, PL 44, 233; Per 
grtUiam sanatio animat a viiio peccati ... Qraiia tanat volunkUtm qua iustiiia 
libere dUigatur, 

^ De nat. et grat. 49, 67, PL 44, 276: VUiaia est, medicum implorcU, Salvum 
me foe, Domine, damat. 

^ De spir. et litt. XXX 62, PL 44, 233. 

* De pee. mer. et rem. II19, 33, PL 44,170. 

^ Epiflt. 194, VI 30, PL 33, 886. 

® De pec. mer. et rem. II 6, PL 44, 164; Converses adiuval, aversos deserit, 
sed etiam ut convertamur ipse adiuval, 

* Epist. 186, X 34, PL 33, 829; Utique infirmum el invalidum debuit confi- 
teri (liberum arbilrium) donee sanenlur omnes languores animat noslrat, 

En. in Ps. 102, 6, PL 37, 1319. - Epist. 194, VI 30, PL 33, 886. 

En. in Ps. 70, Serm. 1, 4, PL 36,878: dieil: Indina ad me, confilelur, 
quia iaeet tanquam prostratus medico stanti, Denique vide quia aeger loquitur: 
Indina aurem tuam et salvum me fac. 
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Dios es nuestro ayudador. «Digamo8 todos con una sola voz en 
las palabras: Dios, ven en nuestro socorro (Ps. 69,1). Porque 
tenemos necesidad de continua ayuda en este siglo»^. Como los 
pelagianos tanto insistian en que la gracia trae consign el fata- 
lismo y anulaba la accidn Humana y la fuerza del libre albedrio, 
S. Agustin tuvo necesidad de refutar su doctrina, salvando dos 
hechos: la accidn de Dios por una parte, y la accidn libre de la 
criatura por la otra. Asi, comentando el Salmo 80,2: dice: Ex- 
suUate Deo, adiutori nostro: «Con gritos de jubilo ensalzad a Dios, 
nuestro Ayudador. Si todo lo hicieras por to mismo, no seria 
necesario el auxiliador; pero si tu no hicieras nada por tu cuenta, 
no seria El tu ayudador. Porque el ayudador ayuda al que hace 
aIgo»^. Este es un principio fundamental de la doctrina de la 
gracia. Comentando el Salmo 29,9: Adiutor mens esto, ne derelin- 
quds me, repite frecuentemente esta verdad, o armonia de las 
dos acciones, divina y Humana*. 

La ayuda de la gracia es necesaria a lo largo de toda la vida 
cristiana. Aun cuando el hombre se Halle libre de la tirania 
del pecado, necesita del auxilio del Libertador y ha de repetir: 
Se mi ayudador, no me desampares^. 

Dios no s61o es Dador de todos los bienes, sino el Custodio de 
los mismos: Da^ r ego eram, cusios ego ero^, Cristo es nuestro 
Custodio: «E1 custodia a Israel. Es nuestro Samaritano, que 
significa nuestro Custodio**. 

Los dos oficios de la medicina son: dar la salud y conservarla: 
as! tambien dos son los oficios de la misericordia divina: dar 
la salud al alma y conservarla^. Es necesario al hombre, justi- 

^ En. in Ps. 69, 1, PL 36, 867: Opus enim habemus sempitemo aditUorio in 
isto saeculo, 

* En. in Ps. 143, 6, PL 37, 1859: Adiutor enim aliquid agerUem culiuvat. 

* V^anse los siguientes pasajes: Serm. 13,3, PL 38, 108: Designed ei se 
operatorem qui invocat adiutorem. — Serm. 156, 11, PL 38, 856: Ipsum nomen 
adiutoris praescribit tibi quia et tu aliquid agis. — De gratia et liber, arb. IV 6, 
PL 44, 886; VI 13, PL 44. 889. - De corrept. et gratia I 2, PL 44, 917. - 
Epist. 157, II 10, PL 33, 677, al Concilio de Milevi. — Epist. 181, 6, PL 33, 
782, De Inocencio Papa al Concilio de Cartago. 

^ De corrept. et gratia I 2, PL 44, 917: Nec ita ut cum quisque fuerit a pec- 
cati dominatione liberatuSy iam non indigeat sui Liberaioris auxilio. 

» En. in Ps. 38, 12, PL 36, 423. 

* En. in Ps. 120, 6, PL 37, 1609: Christus custodit Israel. Y a propdsito del 
Salmo 126, 1: Nisi Dominus custodierit civitatem, dice: Ergo lUe Gustos nosier, 
qui est Creator noster. In Joan. Ev. tract. 43, 2, PL 35, 1707. 

’ En. in Ps. 7, 10, PL 36, 104. 
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ficado con la aynda de lo alto, que la gracia de Dios le acompane 
y le asista, para que no caiga^. Para veneer las tentaciones de 
la vida nos es necesaria la gracia Por eso nadie puede decir: 
«Yo no puedo llevar y dominar mi came: Adiuvaris, ut posais, 
Dios te ayuda con su gracia para que puedas»®. 

Toda la vida del cristiano esta bajo la proteccidn de Dios. 
4(Me complazco en mis obras buenas, porque vela sobre mi la 
proteccion de tus alas. Si Tii no me proteges, porque soy pol- 
luello, me arrebatara el gavilan. Parvulos somos: luego prote- 
janos Dios a la sombra de sus alas. Y cuando seamos mayores, 
bueno sera que tambien entonces nos proteja, para que nosotros 
seamos polluellos a la sombra de sus alas. Porque siempre £1 es 
mayor, por mucho que nosotros crezeamos. Por eso, todos los 
santos reciben la continua ayuda de Dios, alii donde nadie ve»^. 

Esta gracia es tambien la gracia que podia llamarse subsigui- 
ente contra la doctrina pelagiana, segun la cual basta mostrar el 
camino para que el hombre lo ande por si mismo. Le basta conocer 
el bien para practicarlo. Segun S. Agustin, demas del conoci- 
miento se requiere vigor especial para andar el camino. Los 
Salmos le fortalecen en esta conviccidn®. 

Comentando el famoso verso 2 del Salmo 22: Misericordia 
atibaeqwtur me per omnes dies vitae meae, dice Dios, no s61o se 
adelanta, sino acompana tambien las buenas acciones con su 
socorro. Se adelanta, para que sanemos; porque nos seguira 
tambien para que, ya sanos, consigamos nuestro desarrollo: se 
adelanta para llamarnos, nos acompana, para que vivamos 
siempre con El. Porque sin El nada podemos hacer. Ambas 
cosas estan escritas: Dios mio, su misericordia se adelantara a mi 
(Ps. 58,11), y: su misericordia me seguira a lo largo de todos 


* De grat. et lib. arbitrio VI 13, PL 44, 889: AmbuUt cum iUo gratia et 
incumbat super eum ne cadat. 

■ En. in Ps. 89, 4, PL 37, 1142: Sine (Dei) adiutorio per arbitrium voluntatis 
tentcUiones huius vitae superare non possumus, 

> En. in Ps. 40, 6, PL 36, 467. 

^ En. in Ps. 62, 16, PL 36, 757-768; En. in Ps. 63, 8, PL 36, 625: Omwes 
sancti adiuvantur a Deo, sed intus ubi nemo videt, — En el mismo sentido co- 
menta los Salmos 68, 10: Fortitudinem meam ad Te custodiam: Serm. 131, 4, 
PL 38, 761: Te servatore non perdam. — Salmo 120, 1—2: Levavi oculos meos in 
montes unde veniet auxilium mihi, En. in Ps. 76, 7, PL 36, 962. — Salmo 
62, 6: Quia foetus es adiutor meus. En. in Ps. 62, 2, PL 36, 667: Nisi Deus 
adiuvat bona opera nostra, impleri a nobis non possunt. 

® En. in Ps. 70, Serm. 2, 3, PL 36, 892. 
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los dickS de mi vida»^. Todo el progreso de la virtud se debe a la 
miserioordia de Dios. Asi explica lo del Salmo 29,8: Domine in 
voluntate tua praestitisti decori meo virtviem^. 

Tambi4n se esforzd S. Agustin para poner en claro la necesidad 
de un auxilio particular con que se lograse la perseverancia 
final. Y asl, en todo el proceso de la salvacidn la mano de Dios 
nunca se separa del hombre. Para expresar esta plenitud y 
continuidad de los beneficios de la gracia S. Agustin emplea los 
verbos dare, aistodire, augere, perficere. Dignetur in nc^ non 
solum custodire, sed etiam augere munera et beneficia quae ipse 
dignatvs est dare^. 


9, La gracia como luz 

La gracia fortalece todo el organismo operative del hombre, 
como luz, como fuerza interior, como atractivo y deleite. S. Agu¬ 
stin defendid siempre la necesidad de la luz para obrar bien y los 
Salmos le dieron la raz6n, al invocar aDios como iluminacidn del 
alma. Asl en el Salmo 26,1: Deus iUuminatio mea et solus mea, 
♦Todo nuestro mal consiste en el error y en laflaqueza. Contra el 
error clama a Dios: Dios mlo, Tfi eres mi iluminacidn. Contra la 


^ De nat. et gratia XXXI 35, PL 44, 264: Utrumque enim scriphtm est: 
Deus meus, miserioordia tins praeveniet me (Ps. 58,11) et, Misericordia eius 
suhsequetwr me per omnes dies vUae meat, £1 mismo aentido tienen otras 
expresiones de los Salmos, oomo el 85,11: Deduc me, Domine, in via tua, 
et ambulabo in veritate tua. De nat. et grat. XXXII 36, PL 44, 265 ; y el 
Salmo 22, 3: Deduxisti me per semitas iustitiae propter nomen tuum. Serm. 
177,2, PL 38, 954. Epist. 194, V 19, PL 33, 880-881; Salmo 43,6: Tu es 
ipse Rex meus et Deus meus. En. in Ps. 5, PL 36, 484: Tu me soles 
ducere, Tu me soles regere, Tu mihi soles subvenire. A propdsito de la oon- 
servacidn de la fe, pueden verse los lugares siguientes: En. in Ps. 134,18, 
PL 37, 1750: Magna Dei miserioordia est ut conservetur fides nostra. — 
Serm. 297, 7, PL 38, 1362. — Serm. 333, 5, PL 38, 1466. — De gestis Pelagii 
XIV 37, PL 44, 343. 

* Epist. 188, II 7, PL 33, 851. — Serm. 131,4, PL 38, 751. — De spir. et litt. 
XXIV 27, PL 44, 260. - En. in Ps. 83, 13, PL 37, 1066-1067. 

* Serm. 333, 7, PL 38, 1467. — Sobre la gracia de la perseverancia final 
v6anse los comentarios a los Salmos siguientes: Ps. 84, 7: Deus tu conversus 
vivificabis nos. De dono perseverantiae VI12, PL 45, 1000; Ps. 139,9: Ne 
tradas me, Domine, desiderio peccatoris. Ib. ib.; Ps. 79,18—19: Fiat manus 
super virum dexterae tuae et super fUium quern confirmasti tibi. Ib. VII 14, 
PL 45, 1001. Ps. 36, 23: A Domino gressus hominis dirigentur et viam eius 
volet. Ib. XXII 57, PL 45, 1025. — Contra lul. opusc. imp. I 98, PL 45, 1114; 
Ib. I 141, PL45, 1140. 
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flaqueza dice: Dios mlo, Tu eres mi 8alud»^. La luz estimulaba 
alegremente el corazdn de S. Agustin. For eso, el Salterio fiie 
para el fuente de muchos regalos. En el mundo de los Salmos 
la luz de Dios baiia todas las cosas, y sobre todo al alma. La 
gracia como iluminacidn se derrama frecuentemente, dando 
lugar a los comentarios agustinianos. El Salmo 110,11: Intellectua 
honua omnibus facientibus, le da motivo para tratar del conoci- 
miento y de la accidn^. El Salmo 93,12: BecUus homo qiusm in 
erudieris, Domine, celebra la dicha del hombre ensenado por 
Dios^; y en el 33^6: Accedite ad Deum et iUuminaminiy se ensena la 
necesidad de la luz^. Vuelve al mismo tema en el Salmo 17,29: 
Tu iUuminabis lucemam meam, Domine^; y en el Salmo 12,4: 
lUumina oculos meos, ne umquam obdormiam in morte^, 

Comentando el Salmo 66,2: lUuminet wUum suum super nos, 
pide el esplendor del rostro de Dios sobre su imagen: Mitte radium 
sapientiae ivjae, expelUU tenebras nostras, et fulgeat in nobis imago 
tua^, Para no vivir a obscuras, hay que pedir a Dios el entendi- 
miento, con el Salmo 118,73. 125: Intellectum da mihi ei vivam^, 
A los monjes de Adrumeto les argumenta con el mismo texto: 
Sed si posset hoc ipsum sine aditUorio graiiae Dei fieri per liberum 
arbitrium, vJt intelligeremus et saperemtis, non diceretur Deo: 
Da mihi inJteUectum et discam mandaJta tua^, En el Salmo 35,10: 
Et in lumine tuo videbimus lumen, se alude a la mds perfecta luz 
que puede alcanzar el hombre en la gloria de la visidn^®. 

1 Senn. 182, 6, PL 38, 987. 

* Serm. 53, 16, PL 38, 372. 

» Serm. 25, 3, PL 38, 168. 

* Serm. 336, 2, PL 38, 1472: Ergo lUe lumen, noe sine illo tenebrae, Serm. 
182, 6, PL 38, 987: Quia non IM lumen tu ipse es, aliunde iUuminaris, — Trao. 
in Epist. Joan 1 4, PL 35, 1981. 

» Serm. 232, 4, PL 38, 1109. - Serm. 67, 8, PL 38, 437. - In Joan. Ev. 
tract. 14 16, PL 35, 1505. - En. in Ps. 7, 8, PL 36, 102. - En. in Ps. 26, 
Serm. 2, 3, PL 36,200. — En. in Ps. 143,4, PL 37,1858; Anima enim per semet- 
ipsam non lucet, quia humilUer et veraciter cantcU: Tu iUuminabis lucemam 
meam, Domine. 

• Epist. 147, XV, PL 33, 613. — Tract, in Epist. Joan. X 6, PL 35,2058. — 
De spir. et litt. 14,19, PL 44, 255. — De pecc. mer. et rem. II 33, PL 44, 
170. — Contra lul. opuso. imp. VI17, PL 45, 1539. 

^ En. in Ps. 66, 4, PL 36, 806. 

® Epist. 214, 7, PL 33, 971. — Epist. 176, 5, PL 33, 766: Oramus ui habea^ 
mus inteUectum, vbi dicitur: Da mihi intellectum et discam mandata tua, — In 
Joan. Ev. tract. 40, 5, PL 35,1688. 

• Epist. 214, 7, PL 33, 971. 

En. in Ps. 143,4, PL 37,1858. 
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Pero la luz de Dios hay quo beberla continuamente en la 
fuente eterna de la misma, que es la Sabidurfa increada: Non 
enim sufficit occepiase intellectum, nisi semper accipiatur et 
qtLodam modo semper bibatur de fonte lucis aetemae^. La luz 
nos es necesaria para conocer los caminos de la justicia, evitando 
los males y practicando el bien. Esto es lo que pide el cristiano 
en el Salmo 118,73: Doce me iustificationes tuas^, Conocer y 
arrepentirse del mal que se hace, es hallarse en la luz de Dios^, 
asi como la conversidn hace al hombre luminoso: Conversions 
tua foetus es luminosus^, 

En terminos generates, nada bueno se puedo hacer sin la luz 
de lo alto. <(Nada bueno puedes obrar sin la luz de Dios y el 
fervor del Espiritu Santo. Nosotros por nuestros pecados somos 
tinieblas: pero Dios alumbra en nuestra oscuridad»®. Parti- 
cularmente la luz de Dios nos da la ciencia de tres cosas: la 
ciencia de la patria, la ciencia del camino y la ciencia de la vida, 
es decir, la ciencia de Cristo, que es nuestra patria, nuestro 
camino y nuestra vida. Explicando el Salmo 46,3: Ut cognos- 
camus in terra viam tuamy dice: Conozcamos a d6nde vamos, por 
ddnde vamos . . . Yo soy, dice, el camino, la verdad y la vida. 
Per me ambulaSy in me ambulaSy in me requiescis, i Que significa, 
pues, conozcamos en la tierra el camino, sino conozcamos a 
Cristo?® 


10, La gracia deleitante 

La gracia que S. Agustin llama delectanSy dinamiza el organismo 
afectivo y volitivo del hombre. El deleite o el gusto del bien es el 
efecto mas alto de la gracia. Por eso, sin duda inspirandose en el 
Salmo 20,4: Quoniam praevenisti eum benedictionibus dvlcediniSy 
el define ia gracia: Ergo benedictio dulcedinis est gratia Deiy qua 
fit in nobis ut nos delectet et cupiamuSy hoc est, amemuSy quod 


1 En. in Ps. 118, Serm. 26, 6, PL 37,1678. 

* De peco. mer. et rem. II 33, PL 44,170: Quid aliud dicimus quam da quod 
tubes? 

’ £n. in Ps. 68, Serm. 2,1, PL 36, 864: Quando autem dicit homo, peccaior 
auniy raduUur aliquo lumint etiam profunditaa putei. En. in Ps. 18, En. II 13, 
PL 36, 162: Quando nos delicti paenitety in luce sumus, 

^ En. in Ps. 26, 11, PL 36, 193. 

^ En. in Ps. 91, 8, PL 37, 1176: Nihil boni potes operari nisi iUuminatus a 
lumine Dei et fervefacius a SpirUu, 

• En. in Ps. 46, 6, PL 36, 807. 
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praecepit nobis^, Como bendici6n de dulzura, la gracia es una 
aynda que nos hace querer y obrar, adiutorium qtio volumus et 
fdcimvs, o en otros terminos, hace deleitable, amable a Dios y el 
bien, dtUcescere bonum, dulceacere Deum^. Para explicar esta 
cualidad de la gracia emplea constantemente los terminos, auavis, 
auavitaSy pluvia, laCy mel, Suavia eat tihi gratia ipaiiLa^, Y en este 
sentido repite muchas veces lo del Salmo 84,13: Dominua dabit 
auavitaiem et terra dabit fructum auum, lUe niai prior det avavita- 
teniy terra noatra rum habebit niai aterilitatem^, Comentando el 
Salmo 118,23: Servua avJtem tuua exercebatur in iuatificaiionibua 
tuiay indica el proceso por donde se llega a este grado: «Primero 
conoce la utilidad de la justicia, luego la desea, y al fin, perfeccio- 
nandose con la luz y sanidad interior, hace gustosamente lo 
que antes s61o de lejos atrala»^. 

En el siguiente peusaje indica tambien el sentido de la auavitas 
graJtiae, Haec eat iUa auavitas, quam Dominua dot ut terra ru>atra 
det fructum auum (Ps. 84,13), vi bonum vere bene, id eat, rum mali 
camalia formidine, aed boni apiritualia delectaiione faciamua^, El 
gusto y suavidad del bien es magnum Dei donum, gran don de 
Dios; y por eso cuando el Salmista pide a Dios que le ensene la 
suavidad, lo que desea es la dulzura y el gusto en hacer el bien, 
porque la suavidad no se aprende sino con la practica gustosa. 
La auavUaa es la boni delectatio’^. Esta suavidad en la practica 
del bien tanto mas fuerte es cuanto mas se ama a Dios. Y el amor 
de Dios es fruto del cielo, de la difusidn del Espiritu Santo 


^ Contra duas epist. pelag. II 21, PL 44, 586. 

» Ib. ib. 

• En. in Ps. 103,19, PL 37, 1389. - En. in Ps. 104, 7, PL 37, 1394: 
enim dicta est terra pramissionis, terra flaens lac et met. Quod totum significat 
gratiam, in qua guatatur quam suavie eat Dominic. 

^ Serin. 169, 7, PL 38, 920. 

^ En. in Ps. 118, Serm. 8, 5, PL 37, 1522: Priua eat enim ut videatur quam 
utilea aint et honeatae (iuatificationea). Deinde ut earum deaiderium concupiaca- 
tur: poatremo ut proficiente lumine atque sanitate, ddectei earum et operaXio 
quarum aola ratio delectabat, 

• En. in Ps. 118, Serm. 22, 7, PL 37, 1565-1566. - En. in Ps. 32, En. II, 
Serm. 1, 6, PL 36, 282: Dominua dabit auavitaiem et terra nostra dabit fructum 
auum ut per caritatem impleatis quod per timorem implere difficile eat, — Serm. 
153, 10, PL 38, 830. 

’ En. in Ps. 118, Serm. 17,1, 3, PL 37, 1547—1548: Quando enim delectat 
bonum magnum eat Dei donum ... Suavitaa discinon poteat niai delectet, 

® De peco. mer. et rem. II17, 26, PL 44, 168. 
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Mostrar que es un don divino esta caridad, oon quo hace todo 
bien, era un argumento concluyente contra los pelagianos. 

En este sentido interpreta el Salmo 118,68: Suavis es, Domine, 
et in suavitate doce me iusiitiam iuam, vX libera caritaXe dekcter 
esse cum lege. Praeceptum quippe liber facit qui libens facU^. 
La suavidad, pues, se enlaza con la libertad y sanidad del alma. 
Hacer las cosas con gusto es hacerlas libremente. Dar la suavidad 
es dar la libertad al espiritu. «Gustad y ved, cu&n suave es el 
Senor (Ps. 33,9). Se hizo suave para ti, porque te libert<5»*. 

Pero, como la Iluvia, el deleite del bien, precede de arriba. 
As! argumenta contra los pelagianos del Salmo 84,13: Quid 
haJbereX terra nostra nisi ipse semiruisset? Sed dot et pluviam, non 
deserit quod seminamt. Dominus dabit suavitaXem et terra nostra 
dabit fructum suum (Ps. 84,13)*. Analogas ideas repite comentan- 
do el Salmo 30,20: Quam mvXXa mulXitvdo dvlcedinis tuae quam 
aX>scondisti timenXibus te^, y el 20,4: Quoniam praevenisti eum 
benediciionibtLS dvlcedinis^. La verdadera libertad espiritual se 
logra con la suavidad de la gracia, que no violenta, sino cambia el 
querer, liberandolo de las pasiones, y haciendole gustar la 
justicia y la verdad. Hacer las cosas por gusto y no por temor, 
es la verdadera sanidad y libertad del espiritu*. 

11. La gracia deificanXe 

El proceso de la gracia tiene por fin deificar al hombre me- 
diante la participacidn analdgica del mismo ser de Dios. Se ha 
querido eliminar de la soteriologia agustiniana este elemento 
tan entranado en la fe cristiana, pero sin raz6n. S. Agustin ve 
en el ideal de la deificacidn el mas noble fruto de la redencidn 
de Cristo, que lograra su ultima plenitud con la resurreccidn 
de la came^. El totus homo deificatus es el hombre escatoldgico, 

^ De gratia Christi XIII14, PL 44, 368. — De spir. et litt. XXX 52, 
PL 44. 234. 

* Serm. 145, 5, PL 38, 794: Factum est tibi suavis quia liberavit te. Comen- 
tando el mismo verso, compara la gracia con la leche y miel: Oustate et videte 
quam suavis est Dominus. Oratia eius significata est nomine lactis el mellis. 
Serm. 25, 1, PL 38, 167. 

* Serm. 26, 14, PL 38,172. 

« Serm. 26, 1, PL 38, 172. - De spir. et litt. XXIX 51, PL 44, 233, 

^ Contra duas epist. pelag. II 9, 21, PL 44, 586. 

* £n. in Ps. 67,13, PL 36, 820: Ipsa est enim vera et sana lihertas. 

^ Serm. 166, 4, PL 38, 909: Ac sic totus homo deificatus inhaereat perpetuae 
atque incommutahUi veritati. 
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el de la resurreccidn de la came. Pero antes de esta etapa final 
ha logrado el privilegio de la deificacidn. Y preoisamente son los 
Salmos los que le han heoho profundizar en esta sublime realidad, 
conocida tambien por la teologia del Oooidente. Sobre todo el 
Salmo 81,6 le sirve casi siempre para enunciar esta verdad: 
Homines eraiis, si eratis filii hominum: accedit vobis gratia Dei, 
dedit vobis potestatem filios Dei fieri. Audite vocem Patris mei 
dicerUis: Ego dixi: dii esiis et filii aUissimi omnes (Ps. 81,6). Si 
filii Dei . . . ergo iam dii^. 

A los que son hijos de Dios les corresponde vivir tambien 
Begun Dios, vivere secundum Deum, porque se les dijo: Sois dioses 
o Hijos del Excelso todos^. A esto nos llama Dios, a no ser bom- 
bres: Ad hoc ergo nos voccU Deus, ne simus homines^. Dios deifica 
a los hombres, haciendolos hijos de Dios e iluminandolos interior- 
mente con una luz superior. El primer versiculo del mismo 
Salmo 81, Deus stetit in sinagoga deorum, in medio avJlem deos 
discemere, lo interpreta en el mismo sentido, pues los dioses,de 
que se habla, no son los de la idolatria pagana, sino los hijos de 
Dios, a los que llamd dioses por la participacidn de su filiacidn^. 
La iluminacidn por la fe y la caridad imprime la semejanza divina, 
en que consiste la deificacion. El amor de Dios deiforma: Amas 
la tierra? Tierra eres. ^ Amas a Dios? iQue te dire ? i Ser&s dios? 
No me atrevo a decirlo por ml mismo; oigamos la Sagrada Escri- 
tura: Yo dije: dioses sois e hijos del Altlsimo todos»®. La doc- 
trina de la participaci6n sirve de apoyo a este privilegio. Pero la 
participaci6n es aqul bilateral. Dios participa de la naturaleza 
del hombre y el hombre se hace partlcipe de la naturaleza de Dios. 
Por haberse hecho hombre el Hijo de Dios, los hijos de los hom¬ 
bres pueden ser hijos de Dios. El Hijo de Dios hecho partlcipe de 
nuestra mortalidad, nos hizo partlcipes de su divinidad: Foetus 
particeps mortalitatis nostrae, fecit nos participes divinitatis suae^. 


^ Senn. 81, 6, PL 38, 603. — In Joan. Ev, tract. 1, 4, PL 36, 1381. 

• Serm. 97, 1, PL 38, 689. - Serm. 166, 2, PL 38, 908. 

•In Joan. Ev. tract. 1,4, PL 36, 1381. — Ib. tract. 48,9, PL 36, 
1744—1746: Si per eermonem Dei fiunt homines dii, si participando fiunt dii, 
unde participant non est Deus? Si lumina iUuminata dii sunt, lumen quod iUu* 
mined non est Deus? 

• En. in Ps. 92, 6, PL 37, 1221: Ideo nos deos fecit, quia interiores oculos 
nostros iUuminavit. 

• In epist. Joan, tract. II14, PL 36, 1897. 

• De Trin. IV 2, 4. PL 42, 899. - En. in Ps. 62, 6, PL 36, 616: FUius enim 
Dei particeps mortalitatis effectus est tU mortalis homo fiat particeps divinitatis. 
23 Studia Patristica VI 
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V. CafAnaoa 


En el siguiente pasaje se resume bien la doctrina cristiana 
sobre este punto: «Mirad en el mismo salmo a los que dice: 
Yo dije: sois dioses e hijos del Altisimo todos . . . Cosa olara es, 
pues, que llam6 dioses a los hombres, deificados eon su gracia, 
no engendrados de su substancia. Porque Aquel justifica que 
por si mismo y no por otro es justo, y Aquel deifica, que por 
si mismo y no por otro es Dios. Pero el que justifica es el mismo 
que deifica, y que justificando hace hijos de Dios. Didles potestad 
para hacerse hijos de Dios. Si hemos sido hechos hijos de Dios, 
hemos sido tambien hechos dioses; pero esta es gracia del adop- 
tante, no obra de la naturaleza generante. Porque uno solo es el 
Hijo de Dios, y con el Padre, unico Dios. Los demds, que se hacen 
dioses, lo son por gracia, no nacen de su substancia, de suerte que 
no son lo que El, sino por favor se hacen semejantes a El, y son 
coherederos de Cristo»^. Con la gracia deificante se relaciona el 
hechodelainhabitacidn divina en las aJmas justas. Tu avJtem in 
sanctis habitds, laua larael (Ps. 21,4). In iUia habitas quos aancti- 
ficaati^. 


12, Don gratuito y aobrenatural 

A1 don de la gracia adjudica S. Agustin sobre todo dos propie- 
dades: la gratuidad y la sobrenaturalidad. Dios no se halla ligado 
a ningima exigencia ni m^rito de ninguna criatura. Su sobrerania 
permanece siempre inalterable y va delante en todo cuanto hace, 
procediendo con lib^rrima decisidn. 

El concepto de cosa indebida se enlaza con la gratuidad. Debita 
tua dimiait et indebita awd exaolvit, Magna graJtial Quare gratia? 
Quia gratia^. 


Qui tibi promisit divinikUetn, oatendit in te caritaiem, — En. in Ps. 67, 9, PL 36, 
811: Fecit Sum prius participem morkditaJtia nostrae, ut crederemns nos esse 
posse participes divinitatis suae. 

1 En. in Ps. 49, 2, PL 36, 565. — Indicamos otros pasajes donde se habla 
de la deificaci6n. En. in Ps. 118, Serm. 16,1, PL 37,1545. — En. in Ps. 117,11, 
PL 37,1498. - En. in Ps. 121,5, PL 37,1625. - En. in Ps. 44,21, PL 36,507. - 
En. in Ps. 138, 2, PL 37, 1785: Ut et nos efficeremur participes divinitatis eius, 
non de nostro^ sed de ipsius. 

En. in Ps. 49, 2, PL 36 566: Dii faeti iustifieati, quia fUii Dei dicuntur. 
En. in Ps. 84, 9, PL 37, 1074. — En. in Ps. 118, Serm. 16,1. 6, PL 37, 1545. 
1546—1547. — Ib. Serm. 19, 6, PL 37,1550. Sobre la participaoi6n de la imagen 
de Dios, a propdsito del Salmo 4, 7: Signatum est super nos lumen vultus tui 
cfr. Epist. 140, XXXIII77, PL 33, 573. 

* En. in Ps. 21, 5, PL 36, 174. ’ En. in Ps. 44,4, PL 36, 498. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



La gracia en los Salmoa segiin S. Agustln 


347 


Este Salmo, dice comentando el septuagesimo, nos recomienda 
la gracia de Dios: Nos la recomienda, porque nosotros nada 
somos por nosotros mismos: nos la recomienda, porque todo lo 
que somos, lo somos por su misericordia, y de nuestra cosecha 
no somos sino malos^. La indignidad de los hombres da mayor 
realce aun a la misericordia de Dios y al beneficio de su gracia*. 
Uno de los pasajes de los Salmos con que prueba S. Agustin la 
libertad divina de los dones es el del Salmo 67,10: Pluviam 
voluntariam segregabis, Deua, Jiaereditati tuae, «Esta Iluvia volun- 
taria, sin ningun merito antecedente de buenas obras, envid Dios 
a su heredad»*. La Iluvia para S. Agustln ofrece una imagen de la 
gracia, porque viene de arriba y tiene una maravillosa fecundidad 
en la tierra: Oratia pluvia est. Y nuestra alma es la tierra deseosa 
y necesitada del agua celestial: Terra nostra pluviam Dei desi- 
derans^. Y en esta Iluvia, no tanto considera el Santo la fertilidad 
que trae para toda clase de frutos buenos, cuanto la volimtariedad 
o gratuidad de los dones divinos: «Porque segregaste la Iluvia 
voluntaria, sin atender a los meritos humanos sino a la gracia 
y misericordia^®. 

En la Eplstola 217 dice contra los pelagianos: «No estd, pues, 
la gracia de Dios en la naturaleza del libre albedrlo, ni en la ley y en 
la doctrina, como insensatamente dice la herejla pelagiana, sino 
para cada uno de los actos se da por voluntad de aquel, de quien estd 
escrito: Derramas, oh Dios, tu Iluvia generosa en la heredad»®. 

^ En. in Ps. 70, Serm. 1, 2, PL 36, 876: Commendat nobis gnUiam Dei, 
commendai nobis, quia nos per nosmeiipsos nihil sumus; commendat nobis, quia 
quidquid sumus, iUius misericordia sumus; quidquid autem ex nobis sumus, 
mali sumus, 

* En. in Ps. 70, Serm. 1, 1, PL 36, 876: Etenim arbitror hoc nobis commen- 
dare graliam Dei gratuUam, quae nos liberal indignos, non propter nos, sed 
propter se, 

* En. in Ps. 67,12, PL 36, 819; Hanc ergo pluviam voluntariam nuUis prae- 
cedentibus operum bonorum segregavit Deus haereditatis suae, 

* En. in Ps. 67,1, PL 36, 803. 

* Serm. 76, 6, PL 38, 481: Quia pluviam voluntariam segregasti non atten- 
dens hominum merUa, sed tuam graliam el misericordiam, — En. in Ps. 67,12, 
PL 36, 819: Multo enim congruentius irUeUigitur ipsa gratia pluvia voluntaria, 
quia nuUis praecedentihus meritis gratis datur, — Serm. 24,16, PL 38,161—162. 
— En. in Ps. 72, 23, PL 36, 927 sobre las palabras del Salmo 72, 24: In volun- 
tote tua deduxisti me, 

* Epist. 217, IV 12, PL 33, 983: Non est igitur gratia Dei in natura liberi 
arbitrii et in lege atque doctrina, sicut pelagiana perversUas desipit, sed ad sin- 
gulos actus datur illius voluntate de quo scriptum est: Pluviam voluntariam 
segregabis, Deus, haereditati tuae, 

23* 
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V. CapAnaoa 


La gratuidad de la gracia se enlaza con la sobrenaturalidad 
de la misma, y aunque S. Agustin no ha perfilado un concepto 
exacto de la esencia de lo sobrenatural, sin embargo ha decl6u*ado 
con claridad que los dones de la gracia no nacen de la naturaleza, 
no se deben a ella, ni a sus exigencias y meritos^. 

Asi dice comentando el Salmo 131,16: Sacerdotes tui induarUur 
iustitiam: lustitia sUj sed ex gratia ait, A Deo tibi ait, non ttca ait. 
Sacerdotea tui, inquit, induantur iuatitiam, Veatia accipitur, non 
cum capiUia naacitur. Pecora de auo veatiuntur^. Los bienes natu- 
rales son aquellos con que se nace, porque pertenecen a la misma 
naturaleza humana: los sobrenaturales se reciben, como una 
ahadidura a lo natural, como el vestido. 

Es un absurdo para S. Agustin que el hombre pueda darse a 
si mismo cosas superiores a las que da el mismo Dios, porque 
todo don de gracia es superior a los naturales. Contra los que 
tienen su confianza en su virtud (Ps. 48,7), dice el Santo: «Luego 
Dios te did el cuerpo, te did los sentidos, te did el alma, te did la 
inteligencia jy tu te das a ti mismo la justicia? i Tan rico eres, que 
al darte Dios cosas inferiores, te das a ti mismo las principales?»® 


Concluaionea 

De lo expuesto se pueden hacer algunas conclusiones en que 
resumimos nuestro trabajo: 

1. S. Agustin no sdlo es el polemista y el tedlogo de la gracia de 
Dios contra los pelagianos, sino tambien el predicador popular 
de la misma, el propagandista en el pueblo fiel de los pensa- 
mientos de Dios en orden a la salvacidn humana, y el manifesta- 
dor de los tesoros y bienes que tenemos en Cristo, como Cabeza 
de su Cuerpo, que es la Iglesia. El divulgd una soteriologia cristo- 


^ Gratia neque natura est cum libero arbitrio 7^que legia acierUia. De gestis 
Pelagii XXXI 56, PL 44, 352. Cfr. P. Dumont: Le suraaturel dans la Th6o- 
logie de S. Augustin, en: Revue de Sciences Religieuses 11,1931,2. J. Delazer: 
Zum Begriff von Natur und Gnade. Filnfte Lektorenkonferenz, Sigmaringen/ 
Gorheim 1930, pp. 19—33. K. Romeis: Natur in der Dbematur nach der Lehre 
des HI. Augustinus, lb. 33—53. Id.: Zum Begriff des Vbematurlichen in der 
Lehre des HI. Augustinus, en: Aurelius Augustinus, 225—242. C. Boyer: The 
Notion of Nature in St. Augustine, en: Studia Patristica II, Berlin 1957, 
pp. 175-186. 

• Serm. 169,1, PL 38, 922. 

» Serm. 292, 4, PL 38, 1322. - Epist. 140, XXX 71, PL 33, 570. - Contra 
duas epist. pelag. I 7, 14, PL 44, 555. 
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16gica o una cristologla soterioldgica, que tiene plena validez 
como expresidn de la verdad cristiana. 

2. Para la expresidn de esta soteriologia fue para el un instru- 
mento blblico de primer orden el Salterio davidico. En los 
Salmos S. Agustin ha contemplado tres cosas: la naturaleza de 
Dios con todos sus atributos, la naturaleza del alma humana 
indigente, y llena de enfermedades e impotencia para salvarse de 
sus muchos enemigos, y las relaciones entre ambos, es decir, una 
serie de acciones de parte de Dios, como son crear, proveer, 
consolar, instruir, ensenar, aliviar, amparar, liberar, sanar, etc. 
y una serie de actos de parte de la criatura humana, como 
son el escuchar, clamar, adorar, humillarse, arrepentirse, etc. 
Toda la espiritualidad cristiana ha recibido una luz definitiva 
de estos tres aspectos revelados por los Salmos. Y por haber 
escudrihado tales riquezas teoldgicas y psicologicas del alma 
orante, S. Agustin, llamado justamente Padre espiritual del 
Occidente, ha infundido en los Salmos un alma y una interioridad 
humana y cristiana, que no conoce ocaso ninguno. 

3. S. Agustin ha hallado tambien en los Salmos formas para 
expresar todo el proceso de la salvacidn humana desde la gracia 
inicial y preveniente hasta la final y consumante, que consiste 
en la deificacidn total de los cristianos. La gracia deiformante 
o deificante pertenece a la viva entrana de la soteriologia cristiana 
y agustiniana. 

4. Como consecuencia, hay una profunda armonia entre ambos 
Testamentos. El Antiguo Testamento, como historia y profecia de 
la salvacidn humana, es una continua revelacidn de la gracia de 
Dios, que en el Nuevo Testamento alcanza su m&s gloriosa mani- 
festacidn terrena: pero la gracia de Dios y su necesidad en ninguna 
parte del A. Testamento se hallan tan vivamente expresadas, 
como en los Salmos, que son una parte viva de la revelacidn 
antigua que ha contribuido a formar el lenguaje de la plegaria 
cristiana. 
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H.-J. Dibsnbb, Halle 


Das Verhaltnis von Biograph und Held, um das es in diesem 
kurzen Beitrag vorrangig geht, ist schon ofb untersucht worden. 
Wir stehen heute in der Frage der Biographie und ihrer Methode 
und Moglichkeiten nioht mehr am Anfang der Entwicklung. 
Immerhin bleiben im ganzen und im einzelnen nooh viele Fragen 
offen, vor allem hinsichtlich der Bedeutung und der Beziehungen 
der heidnisch-antiken und der fnihchristlichen Biographie, die 
man nicht so scharf trennen sollte, wie es oft geschehen ist. 
Einige Vortrage auch dieses Kongresses geben mir — teilweise 
unmittelbar bestatigend — die GewiBheit des engen Zusammen- 
hanges und haben die Notwendigkeit erwiesen, diesen Zusammen- 
hang immer starker herauszuarbeiten. Die besondere Situation 
der christlichen Spatantike erschwert solche Bemlihungen, 
da die Ambivalenz dieser Zeit, mit ihrer allmahlich zerbrockeln- 
den Gosellschaftsordnung, in der die christliche Kirche fast noch 
der einzige feste Pol in der Flucht der Erscheinungen war, zu 
sehr merkwtirdigen und widerspruchsvollen Entwicklungen auch 
in der Literatur den AnlaB gibt. Dies gilt auch ftir die letztlich 
immer eng miteinander verbundenen Gebiete der Historio- 
graphie und der Biographie. Auch das ebenso bemerkenswerte 
wie sonderbare Verhaltnis vom Biographen zum Helden, wie es 
sich in Possidius’ Vita Augustini ausdruckt, ist durch diese 
Ambivalenz der spatromischen Periode gekennzeichnet. So 
namlich erklaren sich am ehesten die Widerspriiche, die jenes 
besondere Dokument der spatantik-christlichen Biographie 
kennzeichnen, das mit seinem angstlichen Bemiihen um vorder- 
griindige Genauigkeit und Wahrheit prinzipiell noch in der von 
Herodot und Thukydides begriindeten Tradition der Historio- 
graphie und Biographie steht, die tiber die hellenistische 
Biographie und iiber Sueton hinweg vielfach gefiltert worden 
ist, das andererseits aber in seiner Ungenauigkeit und Unbe- 
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ktimmertheit im groQen spatantik im sohlechten Sinne des 
Wortes ist^. 

Nach seiner eigenen Erorterung will Possidius de vita et mori- 
bv^ praedestinati et mo tempore pr(iesentati aacerdotia optimi 
Auguatini (praef. 1) schreiben, wobei der Schwerpunkt auf dem 
liegt, was er selbst gesehen und von ihm gehort hat. In der 
Praefatio sohon bezieht er sich damit neben der Anknilpfung 
an die altere christliche Biographie — gewollt oder ungewollt 
auf die heidnische, und mit dem Hinweis auf das Wahrheits- 
prinzip und auf das Selbstgehorte und -gesehene kniipft er noch 
an die Grundsatze der griechischen Historiographie an. Quellen- 
maBig basiert der Verfasser des Indumlua vor allem — wenn wir 
von der Hilfsstellung absehen, die ihm die heilige Sohrifb und die 
altere christliche Ldteratur gaben ^ auf Augustin selbst, von 
dem er, wie Pellegrino nachwies, durch zahlreiche literarische 
Reminiszenzen stilistisch, und damit oft auch sachlich, ab- 
hangig ist^. Nach Hamacks^ Feststellung schrieb Possidius 
zwar in einer gewissen Anlehnung an Suetons Kaiserbiographien 
de vita et moribua Auguatini, doch gentigt ihm weder die zunachst 
vorgegebene Zweigliederung noch die exakte Einhaltung des 
Suetonischen Schemas. Die Praefatio scheint mit einem anderen 
Hinweis, daB namlich exortua, procuraua et debitua finia venerabilia 
viri zu behandeln sei, auf eine Dreigliederung der Vita hinzu- 
ftihren; der aus der Civ. Dei ilbemommene Terminus, der Aus- 
gangspunkt umfangreicher geschichtsphilosophischer Eror- 
terungen gewesen ist, fiihrt hinsichtlich der Augustinbiographie 
aber auch irre, zumal liber den exortua Augustins nur sehr wenig 
gesagt ist. Weiskotten* und Hamack^ kamen auf vier — freilich 

^ Vgl. zu diesem Absatz folgende Literatur: A. Dihle, Studien zur grie- 
ohischen Biographie, GCttingen 1956; W. Steidle, Sueton und die an tike Bio¬ 
graphie, Miinchen 1951 (Zetemata H. 1); J. Romeis, Die Biographie, Ein- 
fiihmng in ihre Gesohiohte und ihre Problematik, Bern 1948; J. Straub, 
Christliche Gesohiohtsapologetik in der Krisis des rCmisohen Reiches (Histo- 
ria 1, 1950, 52—81); H.-J. Diesner, Severinus und Eugippius (Wissenschaft- 
liche Zeitschrift der Martin-Luther-Universitat Halle, Ges.-Sprachw. VII/6, 
1958, 1165-1172). 

* S. M. Pellegrino, Reminiscenze letterarie Agostiniane nella vita Augustini 
di Possidio (Aevum 27, Jan./Febr. 1954, F. 1). 

* S. A. v. Hamack, Possidius, Augustins Leben (eingel. u. Ubersetzt), 
(Abh. d. PreuB. Ak. d. Wise. 1930, PhU.-Hist. Kl. Nr. 1), 9.13. 

^ H. T. Weiskotten, Sancti Augustini vita scripta a Possidio episcopo. 
Dies. Princeton 1919, 20. 

» A. a. O., 13ff. 
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H.- J. Dissneb 


umfang- imd wertmaBig sehr unterschiedliche — Teile der Vita 
zu, die eben den bedingten AnschluB an Sueton erkennen lieBen : 
1. Augustins Leben bis zur Priesterweihe und Einrichtung eines 
Klosters (1—5, tJberblick), 2. Augustins Taten und universal- 
kirchliche Erfolge (6—18), 3. Augustins mores (19—27), 4. Augu¬ 
stins letzte Tage (Vandaleneinbruch, Tod [28—31]). Bei Romeis 
finden wir folgende vier Teile: Lebensgang, Taten, Sitten, 
Lebensende. Pellegrino faBt in der Einleitung seiner Ausgabe^ 
diese Abschnitte einfach wieder in folgende drei zusammen: 
1. la vita (1—18), 2. i mores (19—27), 3. le ultime vicende, la 
malattia e la morte. Gewonnen soheint mir mit dieser Einteilung 
zunachst nichts, es sei denn, daB man versucht, die Sektionen 
der Lebensabsohnitte genauer zu analysieren^. 

Bleiben wir bei der Vierteilimg, so laBt schon die sehr imter- 
schiedliche Lange der einzelnen ,Jjebensabsclinitte'' auf einen 
recht verschiedenen Wert oder Gehalt schlieBen. Man kann wohl 
sagen, daB der saohlioh bedingte oder literarisch-stilistisch not- 
wendige AnschluB an die heidnische Biographie, aus deren Fesseln 
die christliche sich nur ganz langsam loste, auch die Einteilung 
mit bedingt hat, mindestens aber die Korrespondenz zwischen 
Anfangs- und SchluBteil und zwischen dem den Taten und dem 
den mores gewidmeten Lebensabschnitt bedingte. Ein relativ 
freizUgiges Schalten auch mit den „Oberabschnitten“ der 
Vita sichert Possidius sich freilich durch den Hinweis in der 
Praefatio, daB er von den Darlegungen der Confessiones ab- 
strahieren wolle (pra^ef. 5); gleichzeitig schlieBt er damit prin- 
zipiell die Vorbekehrungsperiode — und so den exortus und auch 
Teile des jrrocursus — weitgehend aus seiner Darstellung aus. 
Diese freiwillige und bewuBte Selbstbeschrankung bringt m. E. — 
so verstandlich sie angesichts der Existenz der Confessiones und 
der geistigen wie literarischen Unebenbiirtigkeit Possidius’ gegen- 
iiber Augustin bleibt — Unruhe und Unausgeglichenheit in die 
Vita hinein. Nicht nur, daB ims Heutige die Probleme der Kind- 
heit, der Erziehung, der sozialen Herkunft und der Bekehrung 
Augustins dringend interessieren, so daB wir selbst eine niichteme 
und distanzierte, den Confessiones gegenuber aber im Sinne des 
Vordergrundigen „zuverlassigere“ Schilderung der friiheren 
Lebensphasen des Heiligen durch den Biographen schatzen 

^ Possidio, Vita di S. Agostino, Introduzione, testo critioo, versione e note 
a oura di Michele Pellegrino, Edizioni Paoline (o. J.), 21. 

• Vgl. Pellegrino, Vita, passim. 
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wiirden; weit mehr milssen wir bedauern, daB Possidius sich 
durch seinen vor allem einer iibergroBen modeatia entspringenden 
Verzicht wichtiger Ansatze zur Analyse und zum Verstandnis der 
vollentwickelten Personlichkeit Augustins selbst beraubt hat. 
Es ist besonders schwerwiegend, daB die angedeuteten Liicken — 
zumal bei der dem „StofiF“ gegentiber auffalligen brevitaa der 
Gesamtvita — nicht nur fiir sich unersetzbar, unuberbruckbar 
sind, sondem daB ihre Existenz zwangslaufig weitere Liicken 
erzwingt; sind doch bei dem in Teil 1, 2 und 4 rein chronolo- 
gischen Vorgehen Possidius’ die friiheren Ereignisse fast jeweils 
Voraussetzung und Ursache der spateren. Das Beispiel der 
Bekehrung, die bei Augustin imgleich vielschichtiger, kompli- 
zierter und tiefer gesehen wird als beim Biographen, kann uns 
dies wohl besonders gut verdeutlichen; obwohl der Poss. 1,3—5 
geschilderte Bekehrungsvorgang bis in manche stilistischen 
Einzelheiten hinein — wie Pellegrino zeigen konnte^ — von den 
enteprechenden Stellen der Confessionea abhangt, ist die Dar- 
stellung doch nicht nur viel ktirzer, sondem auch in Akzent- 
setzung imd „Ergebnis“ anders. Bereits Pellegrino stellte, teil- 
weise in Ankniipfung an Courcelle, fest, daB Possidius Augustins 
manichaische Verirrungen bemantelt, ja, daB er „sottace cio 
che fa meno onore ad Agostino (nelle disposizioni con cui 
ascoltava le prediche di Ambrogio)*. Hinzu kommt, daB das 
Verdienst an der Bekehrung lediglich auf Ambrosius gehauft 
wird, so daB bei Augustin selbst erwahnte Personlichkeiten wie 
Pontitianus aus der Teilhabe am Bekehrungsvorgang „ausge- 
spart“ werden. 

Schon diese ,,Einzelheiten*' zeigen, daB Possidius den Be- 
kehrungsprozeB seiner Vorlage gegenuber stark vereinfacht, ja 
simplifiziert hat; die soeben skizzierten Tatsachen beinhalten dar- 
liber hinaus eine Entstellung, die uns doch zu schwerwiegend er- 
scheint, als daB man sie mit einem Hinweis abtun konnte. Wenn 
Possidius namlich an die Stelle eines langwierigen Bekehrungs- 
prozesses, einer komplizierten Losung aus dem Weltleben und 
aus vor allem manichaischen Vorstellungen einen harmonischen 
Bekehrungsvorgang setzt, so arbeitet er letztlich weder im 
Sinne der beabsichtigten Augustinverherrlichung, noch im 
Sinne eines realistischen Augustinbildes, das trotz der veritas- 


^ S. Reminiscenze, 25. 
» Ibid. 
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Forderung der Praefatio auch an dieser wichtigen Stelle miBrat*^. 
Denn die Eliminierung der Kritik an Augustin, der gegeniiber 
die strenge, ja libertriebene Selbstkritik der Confeaaiones in 
vielem wohltuend absticht, beinhaltet gleichzeitig die Ver- 
kleinerung der „Bekehrung8lei8tung“, der Augustin selbst eine 
manohmal libertriebene Aufmerksamkeit zuwendet, so daB sich 
mindestens bier und da dialektisch aus der harten Selbstkritik 
ein Selbstlob und eine vielleicht unbewuBt kokettierende Selbst- 
verherrlichung ergibt, die mir flir Augustins Gesamtbeziehung 
zu Gott als nicht unwesentlich ersoheint^. Da Possidius, wie auoh 
der dritte Hauptabschnitt (19—27) zeigt, in seiner anspruohs- 
losen und niichtemen Weise keinen Einblick in die letzten 
seelischen Triebkrafte und Anliegen seines Helden zu geben 
vermag, laBt er sioh bereits den Bekehrungsvorgang als den 
Angelpunkt entgehen, von dem aus sich Augustins Leben vor- 
warts und riiokwarts in wesentlichen Perspektiven hatte ver- 
folgen lassen, und beraubt sioh so der besten Moglichkeiten, 
eine wirkliche Geschichte der charakterlichen und seelischen 
Entwicklung Augustins zu geben. Sein Augustin bleibt so eine 
fast ausschlieBlich statische Personliohkeit, die sich nicht weiter- 
entwickelt, aus deren Verhaltensweisen sioh der Charakter auch 
nicht unmittelbar entfaltet. Die unmittelbare Beziehung zwi- 
schen Handlung bzw. Verhaltensweise und Charakter fehlt daher 
im wesentlichen. Fiir Possidius’ Sicht selbst ertibrigt sich freilich 
wohl mit den Hinweisen auf die Pradestination und auf den 
Empfang der Gnade duroh Augustin jedes Eingehen auf eine 
charakterliche ,,Weiterentwicklung“*. Fur ihn — schon nicht fur 
andere katholische Zeitgenossen!^ — ist es vollig eindeutig, daB 

^ Allerdings ist festzuhalten, daB auf die veritas Patris luminum zugekom- 
men wird — also auf eine Wahrheitsverpflichtung, die Possidius in einem an- 
deren Sinne band, als es die heidnische Wahrheitsverpfliohtung vermochte; 
das wiirde zunachst heiBen — starker! Die in demselben Satze fixierte Ruck- 
sichtnahme auf die caritas bonorum ecdesiae filiorum kann aber mindestens 
schon wieder eine Einschrankung dieser Wahrheitsverpfliohtung bedeuten. 

* loh bin mir bewuBt, daB diese Gesamtbeziehung heute wieder sehr um- 
stritten ist; oft wird sie m. E. nicht niichtem genug gesehen, d. h., es werden 
die sehr fragwurdigen Moments der „egozentri8chen“ Hinwendung Augustins 
zu Gott verkannt. 

’ Die selbstverstandlich vorhanden ist, wenn man auch geltend maohen 
kann, daB — auoh fiir die Rechtfertigung des Biographen von Belang — der 
groBe Umbruch das Entscheidende ist. 

* Ich weise nur auf die Riickschliisse hin, die etwa die Briefe zulassen, bei- 
spielsweise der Briefwechsel mit Hieronymus. 
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Augustin aussohlieBlich positive Eigenschafben wie humilitas^ 
caritds, ca^iiias, moderaiio zeigt, denen bei jeder G^legenheit 
weitere gute Antriebe oder Handlungen entspringen. 

Possidius begrenzt so die Vita a priori auf eine Art Commemora- 
torium^ und verfolgt Augustin — nach Hamacks Feststellung* — 
im wesentlichen auch nur 1. als den Verfechter der katholischen 
Kirche gegen Sohismen und Haresien und 2. als den Vorkampfer 
des afrikanischen Monchtums. Wie er den Umfang der Vita 
zeitlioh abteilt und auf den der Bekehrung folgenden Lebens- 
abschnitt begrenzt, so reduziert er also auch den „StofiF“ auf nur 
wenige leitende Gesichtspunkte hin. Dies ist im Hinblick auf die 
Struktur, aber natiirlich auch auf Inhalt, Zweck und Ergebnisse 
der Vita von groBter Bedeutung. 

Die Beschrankung auf den christlichen Lebensabsohnitt und 
auf die Forderung des Monchtums wie die Bekampfung der 
„Ketzer“ hatte, bei alien Bedenken, die man solcher Einengung 
entgegenbringen muB, dem Werke im Sinne einer Konzentration 
zugute kommen konnen. M. E. ist aber auch diese Moglichkeit 
nicht recht ausgenutzt worden. Wenn Pellegrino sagt*, daB 
Possidius „si sbriga in poche parole dei fatti anterior! alia con- 
versione“, so laBt sich diese Feststellung auch auf viele bemer- 
kenswerte Ereignisse der Nachbekehrungsperiode anwenden, 
selbst auf solche, die von der eben geschilderten „engeren 
Themenstellung** aus belangvoll waren. GewiB war es schwer, die 
Schismen und Haresien der Zeit und Augustins unermtidliche 
Auseinandersetzimg mit diesen doch auch typischen religions- 
geschichtlichen Phanomenen kurz und doch trefiFend und um- 
fassend zu charakterisieren, zumal wenn wir den strengen MaB- 
stab der in der Praefatio erhobenen t;cnto5-Forderung anlegen^. 
Immerhin, eine je ein- oder zweimalige Erwahnung der Pela- 
gianer bzw. Arianer (17,18) wird weder der Bedeutung dieser 
Bichtungen noch Augustins Kampf gegen sie gerecht. Die 
Manichaer bzw. Donatisten-Circumcellionen werden allerdings 
an je 6—8 SteUen und iiber eine Reihe von Kapiteln hin ,,behan- 


^ Natiirlioh wird auch an alters Formen wie das Enkomion und die laudatio 
funebris angekniipft ~ die im Normalfall ja auch stark realistisohe Ziige tragen, 
aber in ihrer Absioht weit iiber einen Tatsacbenrealismus binausgehen (s. etwa 
Steidle, a. a. O., 126ff.). 

* A. a. 0., 13. 

» S. Vita, 22. 

^ Vgl. hierzu evtl. einscbrankend das S. 354 Anm. 1 Betonte. 
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delt“; hier ist, wie nachher an einem Beispiel verfolgt warden 
soli, eine intensivere, dafiir aber umso einseitigere Analyse er- 
folgt. Possidius geht, wenn er nicht ein allgemeines Referat iiber 
die betrefifende Erscheinung gibt (9, 10, 18), von einzelnen 
Episoden und Ereignissen im Leben Augustins und der dama- 
ligen nordafrikanischen Kirche aus. Im zweiten Tail der Vita 
stehen offizieUe Ereignisse, an denen Augustin sich zu bewahren 
hatte, im Vordergrund, und dieser „Lei8tungsbericht“ erfolgt 
im wesentlichen in chronologischer Abfolge. Im dritten Tail wird 
— auf der vorher gegebenen Grundlage, die Verhalten, Wesensart 
und Charakter Augustins in der auBeralltagl’chen Aktion hervor- 
tretenlieU — unternur gelegentlicherHeranziehung vongrdUeren 
Ereignissen ein Lebens- und Charakterbild Augustins vor allem 
auf der Grundlage des Alltagslebens, der vita privata oder 
familiaris (Pellegrino), gezeichnet. 19—21 greifen allerdings 
noch stark in die ofiFentliche Sphare ein. Die besonderen Ereig- 
nisse und Hohepunkte des zweiten Teiles, die nach Possidius 
auch Augustin in einer besonderen „Hdhenlage“ zeigen, warden 
soerganzt; demBiographen, der seinenHelden vor allem in groBen 
Aktionen der befreundeten und erst recht der feindlichen Um- 
welt gegeniiber lobend abhebt, ist hier die Gelegenheit geboten, 
ihn sich selbst in der mlihseligen und aufreibenden Kleinarbeit 
bewahren zu lassen. Vielleicht hat Possidius hiermit eine beson- 
ders schwierige imd undankbare Aufgabe angegrifFen. GewiB 
lieB sich auch vom Alltagsleben des Heiligen, vor allem vom 
Aspekt des Monchsideals aus, viel Lobenswertes sagen^, und 
durch einen nicht imgeschickt gegebenen „Querschnitt“ durch 
seine vielfaltigen Vorhaben und Aufgaben, die seelsorgerlichen 
und richterlichen, die administrativen und finanziellen, gewinnt 
auch der neutrale Leser den unbedingt positiven Eindruck von 
der gewaltigen Arbeitsintensitat imd -leistung des Kirchen- 
vaters. Die knappen Hinweise auf das schriftstellerische Wirken 
des Helden, die im Indiculus ausfuhrlich erganzt warden, runden 


' Von diesem Aspekt geht Possidius ja auch aus; vielleicht beruht ein Teil 
der Widerspriiche bei Possidius — wie bei anderen christlichen Biographen — 
darauf, daB er die Personlichkeit Augustins mit ihren umfangreichen schdpfe- 
rischen Ambitionen in die Enge des Mdnchsideals hineinpreBt. Gerade der 
3. Hauptteil der Vita zeigt allerdings, daB Augustin selbst unter der Vber- 
biirdung mit Aufgaben litt, die ibm und seinem asketischen Ideal nicht 
„lagen'', die er auf sich genommen hatte, ohne fur sie qualifiziert zu sein und 
deren Abgabe an zuverlassige Mitarbeiter schwierig war. 
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das so entstehende Bild ab. Freilich vermag gerade dieser Teil 
des jjLeistimgsberichtes** weder gewisse Liicken zu verbergen, 
noch an gewissen Grenzen Augustinischer Tatigkeit und Be- 
wahrung ganz vorbeizugehen; seine Unlust an administrativen 
Dingen, seine mangelnde Qualifikation fiir die Losung finanzieller 
Fragen, ja, selbst seine ungeniigende Fiirsorge fiir das leibliche 
Wohl der ihm Anvertrauten treten wohl oder iibel hervor. Auch 
die deutlich angeschnittenen Fragen der Monchs- und Kleriker- 
disziplin und der Beziehungen zu Frauen geben vor allem im 
Hinblick auf Augustins Engherzigkeit zu denken^, wenn auch 
die Betusche des Biographen alles Negative zu verdecken sucht. 
Man wende nicht ein, daB hier modernisierend gedacht sei: die 
Zeitkritik selbst zeigt unter dem EinfluB christlicher und katho- 
lischer Kreise, daB Urteile und Auffassungen in diesen Fragen 
hart aufeinanderprallten. So ist das einseitig-positive Urteil 
Possidius’ mindestens oft unbegriindet, und wir konnen im 
unwandelbaren Lob auch der Schwachen oder der „neutralen“ 
Charakterziige Augustins durch den Biographen nur dessen 
Treue und unverbriichliche Zuneigung zur katholischen Kirche 
und zu Augustin als ihrem glanzendsten und echtesten Beprasen- 
tanten erkennen; wir.konstatieren als dadurch bedingte Kehr- 
seite aber: mangelnde oder unausgeglichene Beflektion, dieallein 
durch den Verzicht auf jegliche Kritik am Helden bedingt ist, 
und Unterbewertung aller Nebenpersonen, einschlieBlich der 
Person des Biographen selbst*. 

Es sei mir gestattet, die bisher getroffenen Feststellungen an 
einem markanten und besonders aussagefahigen Beispiel darzu- 
legen und weiterzuentwickeln: an der Begegnung Augustins mit 
Donatismus und Circumcellionentum. Hinweise auf diese Aus- 
einandersetzung finden sich in den Kapiteln 6, 7, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14 
und 18; manche davon sind recht knapp gehalten (6, 18). Die 
Auseinandersetzung wird in chronologischer Folge an einigen 
wichtigen Beispielen wie dem Konzil von Karthago (Kap. 13) 
oder der Disputation mit Emeritus (Kap. 14) gezeigt. Allerdings 


^ Vgl. etwa H.-J. Diesner, Studien zur Gesellschaftelehre und sozialen 
Haltimg Augustins, Halle/Sa^e 1954, 20 ff. 50 ff. Die etwa im Briefweohsel 
siohtbaren haufigen VerstoBe Augustinischer Monche und Kleriker gegen die 
Strenge der Regel geben jedenfalls auch gewisse Hinweise. 

* Die modestia des Biographen geht ja so weit, daB er sich selbst dort yer- 
schweigt, wo er die Handlung im wesentlichen mitbestimmt hat (Kap. 12: 
CrispinuB-Affare). 
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geniigt die chronologische Abhandlung dem Biographen ftir die 
intensive Darstellung eines so komplizierten und vielfaltigen 
Kampfes offenbar nioht. Die Aufzahlung aller moglichen Einzel- 
ereignisse ware unmoglich gewesen, so daB Possidius das Referat 
liber solche markanten Einschnitte wie das Konzil von Karthago 
Oder die Disputation mit Emeritus oder die Affare mit Crispinus 
(Kap. 12) immer wieder durch zusammenraffende, groBere Zeit- 
raume liberbiiickende „Zustandsschilderungen“ unterbricht. 
So zeigt er im 9. Kap. den Kampf gegen den Donatismus im 
groBen, den der junge Bischof bald naoh seiner Amtslibemahme 
beginnt. Kap. 10 geht dann auf das Problem des Circumcellionen- 
tums ein und gibt eine in ihrer Komprimiertheit sehr reich- 
haltige, in ihrem Extremismus aber sehr einseitige Schilderung— 
im ganzen wohl die negativste, die wir liber den ordo circumcellio- 
num besitzen. Die Circumcellionen werden hier im wesentlichen — 
der Augustinischen Anthropologie und auch Diktion entspre- 
chend — als gemia perveraum oc vioUrUum bezeichnet, das, von 
mali doctorea angeflihrt, avdacia auperba et temeritate iUicita die 
groBten Greueltaten, besonders gegen die Katholiken, begehe. 
Die grundsatzliche Charakteristik hebt eigentlich nur diese 
wenigen „Wesen8zuge“ hervor, wird dann aber durch Auf- 
z^ung von Einzelaktionen untermauert: das Umherstreifen 
per agroa viUaaque, die Mord- und Selbstmordtendenz, die grau- 
samen VergeltungsmaBnahmen am katholischen Klerus und an 
den Dberlaufem aus den eigenen Reihen werden drastisch ge- 
schildert. Es scheint, daB der innerhalb seiner Prinzipien und 
Begrenzungen so gewissenhafte Possidius auch die kurze, auf ein 
Kapitel beschrankte Schilderung der Circumcellionen chrono- 
logisch noch einmal imtergliedert. Einer schlimmen Frlihphase 
der Bewegung stellt er eine noch schlimmere Spatphase gegen- 
liber: war das Circumcellionentum schon in seiner Bllitezeit 
gefahrlich, so wurde es wahrend des Niederganges noch verderb- 
licher imd perverser und zog sich sogar den HaB der eigenen 
Partei zu^. Als Bischof des schon mehr nach Zentralnumidien 
als Hippo Regius gelegenen Calama muBte Possidius Donatisten 
und Circumcellionen aus eigener Anschauung noch genauer 
kennen als Augustin selbst. Interessanterweise knlipft er trotz- 
dem 10,2 imd 10,6 — nach Pellegrino wahrscheinlich durch 


^ Ich setze also 10, 1—4 von 10,5—6 ab; die tlbergange sind immerhin 
flieOend, und eine chronologische Fizierung ware nicht genan zn geben. 
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literarische Reminiszenz ^ — an Augustin an, sowohl in den Einzel- 
termini als auch in der dahinterstehenden moraltheologischen 
Konzeption. Im wesentlichen mit den Mitteln des Augustinischen 
Moralsystems und der Augustinischen Dialektik wird den Circum- 
cellionen ein historischer Ort und ein bestimmter Platz innerhalb 
der Vita zuerkannt. Da Possidius seinem Helden keinerlei hand- 
greifliche Erfolge diesen wilden Scharen gegeniiber nachweisen 
kann, werden sie innerhalb des 10. Kap. auch allein handlungs- 
bestimmend — Augustin ist hier nicht einmal namentlich er- 
wahnt. Die so sehr verachteten und negativ abgeurteilten Gegner 
absorbieren also fiir diesen Teil der Vita die ganze Aufmerksam- 
keit des Biographen; die darin liegende „Anerkennung“ tragt 
naturlich durchaus negatives Geprage, wie vor allem die urn- 
gebenden Partien zeigen — und letztlich liegt fiir Possidius, einen 
Biographen, dem das Historische immer wieder besonders fem- 
rtickt, die Bedeutung der Circumcellionen eben nur darin, daB 
sie den negativsten Gegenpol des lichtvoll fiir die katholische 
Kirche kampfenden Augustin darstellen. Eine besondere Zu- 
spitzung des Urteils ergibt sich aus der Komprimiertheit der 
Darstellung; natiirlich konnten die Circumcellionen innerhalb 
der Vita nicht so ausfuhrlich geschildert werden wie in einem 
Geschichtswerk oder in libellistischen Arbeiten, wenn Possidius’ 
Augustinvita wegen ihrer gegen die Schismatiker und Haretiker 
gerichteten Grundtendenz der Libellistik eigentlich auch recht 
nahe steht. So driickt sich die Verurteilung der Circumcellionen 
im 10. Kap. — und die „Heroisierung“ Augustins in den urn- 
gebenden Partien — vollig eindeutig aus. Die Circumcellionen 
gehoren zu der Kategorie von Menschen, die den Weg von def 
humilitaa zur auperbia (10,2: audacia superba) genommen haben, 
die durch einen affectus perversus belastet sind und eigentlich 
nur contra iu8 fasqv£ handeln konnen^. Die Massenhaftigkeit 
ihres Auftretens (10,1: in ingenti numero et turbis ...) zwingt den 
Biographen, sie vollig in der Anonjnnitat zu belassen, wodurch 
ihr Bild noch mehr verdunkelt wird. Denn die Einzelgegner, die 
mit Augustin konfrontiert werden, wie der Manich^r Fortu- 
natus (Kap. 6), die Donatisten Crispinus (Kap. 12) oder Emeritus 
(Kap. 14) erhalten ausnahmslos eine mehr abgewogene Benotung, 
bei der sich selbst in den grundsatzlichen Tadel ein wenig Lob 

^ S. Reminiscenze, 32. 

* Vgl. dazu gnindsatzlich: E. Dinkier, Die Anthropologie AugustinB, 
Stuttgart 1934, bes. 82 ff. 
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Oder Anerkennung einfiigt. Natiirlich entspricht dies nur einem 
kiirzlich schon von Dihle ausgesprochenen Grundsatz, nach 
dem Einzelpersonen auch durch Vermerkung kleiner, unbedeu- 
tender Wesensziige — bei sonst negativer Einschatzung — mit 
einem gewissen Verstandnis, vielleicht sogar mit einem liebe- 
vollen Seitenblick bedacht werden^. Eine ebensolche literarische 
Behandlimg von KoUektiven ist viel schwieriger, ja, oft un- 
moglich, weil hier alles in der anonymen Masse, den ungeglieder- 
ten turbae oder legiones^ aufzugehen scheint, so daB sich eine 
difiFerenzierte Behandlung verbietet. Auch laBt sich der einzelne, 
besonders als Held einer Biographie, schlecht einer groBeren 
Gruppe Oder Masse gegeniiberstellen, da man unterschiedliche 
psychologische Begeln und GesetzmaBigkeiten anzuwenden hatte. 
Immerhin hat man es in der Kunst der wechselweisen Be- 
trachtung von Individuen und KoUektiven, im Nebeneinander 
biographischer und historiographischer Betrachtung in der 
Periode der klassischen imd hellenistischen Geschichtsschreibung 
schon weit gebracht: dieses Niveau mit seinen ausgeglichenen 
und moglichst sachangemessenen Wertungen, mit der Verfugung 
iiber alle brauchbaren Methoden und zutrefiFenden Stilformen 
wird von der christlichen Biographie nicht erreicht. Auch Possi- 
dius, der haufig zu Unrecht ohne Einschrankung den historisch 
zuverlassigen Biographen beigezahlt wird*, macht hier keine 
Ausnahme. Wir werden fiir das angezogene Beispiel der Circum- 
cellionen mindestens auf die neuesten wissenschaftlichen Er- 
gebnisse hinweisen konnen, um hier sicher zu gehen: wenn wir bei 
Frend^, Brisson*, Warmington® und anderen Forschem auf 
Grund sorgfaltiger Quellenanalysen eine durchaus nicht apolo- 
getische, aber niichtem-realistische und verstehende Ein- 

^ S. a. a. 0., etwa 42f., 103. Dihles These ist an sich allgemeiner, meine 
SchluBfolgerung hinsichtlich der positiven Wirkung solcher Charakterisie- 
rung muO aber gezogen werden. 

* Vgl. neben Possidius (10,1: ... turbis ...) besonders bei Augustin selbst 
das haufige Auftauchen dieser und synonymer Termini, vor allem auch im 
Zusammenhang mit den CircumceUionen (etwa in den Indices zu den Briefen, 
CSEL 68). 

* Vgl. etwa Weiskotten; Pellegrino; Hamack; C. Schneider (Geistes- 
geschichte des antiken Christentums, Miinchen 1954, II, 35). 

^ W. H. C. Frend, The Donatist Church, Oxford 1952. 

* J. P. Brisson, Autonomisme et Christianisme dans TAfrique romaine de 
Septime S4vdre k Tinvasion vandale, Paris 1958. 

* B. H. Warmington, The North African Provinces from Diocletian to the 
Vandal Conquest, Cambridge 1954. 
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schatzung des Circumcellionentums finden, so gibt dies nioht 
nur im Hinbliok auf Optatus oder Augustin, sondem gerade auch 
im Hinbliok auf den Augustinbiographen zu denken. Wenn 
Possidius, fast noch krasser als Optatus und Augustin, die Cir- 
cumcellionen summarisch als genus perversum ac molentum 
aburteilt und in der „Einzelschilderung‘' eigentlich nur dieses 
ebenso kurze, wie negative Etikett kommentiert, so wird er den 
Gegnem, die wir heute als eine besondere, mindestens gewohn- 
heitsrechtlich anerkannte Sohioht freier Landarbeiter kennen- 
gelemt haben, die gleichsam nur nebenbei ihren religiosen wie 
sozialen Protest gegen die herrschende Ordnung zum Ausdruok 
brachten, eben nicht gerecht. — Im Gegenteil, er tragt von seiner 
Seite aus dazu bei — wenn aus der Enge seiner Moglichkeiten 
heraus wohl auch nicht mit Absicht — das Bild der Circumcelli- 
onen und damit in nicht unbetrachtlichem AusmaB auch das der 
Donatisten und der anderen Schismen und Haresien, die er 
behandelt, zu verfalschen. Um Augustins Leistung und seine 
Schwierigkeiten bei der „Bekehrung“ der Gegner groBer er- 
scheinen zu lassen, werden diese besonders abfallig behandelt. 
Dabei wird quellenmaBig von besonders krassen Einzelfallen aus- 
gegangen, die kein Durchschnittsbild der Gegner vermitteln, 
sondem nur ein extremes^. Trotz des Realismus dieser Einzel- 
ztige ist ihre Zusammenfligung zu einem Gesamtgemalde ^ bei 
Weglassung positiverer Merkmale — notwendig falsch. Und wel- 
che Tragweite hat es doch, wenn Possidius, ein wegen seiner 
Treue im Detail so geachteter Biograph, der nicht den kleinsten 
Charakterfehler seines Helden freiwillig zugibt, eine ganze 
Bevolkerungsklasse, die innerhalb der nordafr^anisohen G^ll- 
schaft durchaus ihre Bolle gespielt hat, nur vom AuBeren her mit 
einigen realistischen Merkmalen versieht und sie im tibrigen als 
Gruppe von moralisch verkommenen, blutdlirstigen Subjekten 
und Landfriedensbrechem hinstellt, die die Buhe von innocentes^ 
gestort hatten. — Wir miissen von diesem transparenten und ein- 

^ Eine Analyse dieses Vorgehens habe ich jetzt in dem Anfsatz „Metho- 
disches und Sachliches zum Ciroumcellionentum** I (Wissensohaftliohe Zeit- 
sohrift der Martin-Luther-Universitat Halle, 6es.-Sprachw. VIIl/6, 1959, 
1027—1034 u. IX/2, 1960, 183—190) zu geben versucht. 

* Der Terminus tauoht nicht — wie etwa Aug. ep. 185,15 — auf, aber der 
sachliche AnsohluB an Augustin ist auch in diesem Bezug vdllig eindeutig. 
Augustin selbst hatte anfangs die Circumcellionen viel maOvoller beurteilt, 
ja, sie in gewissem Sinne als die innocerUes gesehen (ygl. Ep. ad cath. de secta 
Donatistikrum, XX 54). 

24 StudU Patristica VI 
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deutigen Fall aus die strong parteiliche, eindeutig katholische 
und daher zwangslaufig befangene, ja, liber weite Partien dra 
Werkes bin unsachliche Darstellung des Possidius konstatieren. 
Es kommen aber noch weitere Mangel dieser seiner bio- 
graphischen ^ und punktweise historiographischen — Arbeits- 
weise hinzu. DaB die Unterschatzung der Umgebung mit der 
t)berbewertung des Helden Hand in Hand geht, wurde schon 
gezeigt. OffenkundigeUbertreibungen, grammatische und ,,sach> 
liche“ Superlative sind haufig^ und kommen zumindest der Ab- 
rundung des Charakterbildes Augustins zugute; ebenso die 
erbauliche Tendenz, die mehr oder minder da« Ganze durch- 
zieht — selbst Partien, in denen nur referiert wird. In mancher 
Hinsicht wird dagegen die Einbettung Augustins in das Zeit- 
imd Lokalkolorit entschadigen, die allerdings — schon auf Grund 
der merkwlirdigen „Schwerpunktbildung“, der Heraussonderung 
einiger Grundlinien bei der biographischen Behandlung* — 
recht unausgeglichen ist. Eigentlich treten so in diesem Zu- 
sammenhang nur einige Merkmale des nordafrikanischen Lebens, 
vor allem des Monchslebens, intensiver in Erscheinung. Auch 
wird selbst das Zeitkolorit durch das erbauliche Element und 
durch einen forcierten Einbau metaphysischer Kausalzusammen- 
hange in die Vita haufig paralysiert®. Das Eingreifen der gott- 
lichen Vorsehung in die von Possidius geschilderten biographi¬ 
schen Zusammenhange mcicht sich stellenweise so stark bemerk- 
bar, daB Augustin als handlungsbestimmend fast oder ganz aus- 
scheidet; der partielle oder weitgehende Fortfall einer innerwelt- 
lichen Kausalitat nimmt aber der Vita — auch ncich antiken 
MaBstaben — weitgehend den Charakter einer wissenschaft- 
lichen Biographie. Naturlich entspricht es der unwandelbaren 
Frommigkeit des Biographen — falls wir hier vieles nicht einfach 
als Phrase oder konventionelles Beiwerk abtun konnen —, wenn 
er bei solchem Vorgehen noch einem Widerspruch zum Opfer 
fallt und die guten Taten Augustins oder anderer Katholiken 


^ Augustin als: ms mundum (3), accensa et ardens levaia super cande- 
kdMmm lucema (5), deo acceptus et cams sacerdos (31), magister noster (17), 
praecipuum dominiei corporis membmm (18). Fur die Donatisten aber ist 
Augustin: seductor et deceptor animarum und lupus occidendus (9). 

’ Vgl. Hamack, a. a. 0., 13; o. S. 355. 

* 8olche Zusammenhange finden sich etwa Kap. 1 (5), (5, 2), 7, 3f., 13,15 
usw. Auf die Bedingtheit solcher „Kau8alitat** durch die Gnaden- und Prade- 
stinationslehre kann hier naturlich nicht eingegangen werden. 
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als gottgewollt oder -verursacht hinstellt, die schlechten Taten 
der Circumcellionen oder anderer Gegner aber als von diesen 
selbst verschuldet^. Manchmal wirkt diese Methode geradezu 
grotesk, so wenn Augustin in Kap. 15 durch einen Fehler oder 
eine Abweichung in der Predigt einen vermeintlich gottgewollten 
Bekebrungserfolg hat. Jedenfalls tibersteigen solche Episoden 
und Partien der Vita ebensowenig das Niveau des Volksglaubens 
oder -aberglaubens wie etwa die Geschichte von den Wunder- 
heilungen im 29. Kap., mit der Possidius seinen Helden ab- 
schlieBend noch in die Kategorie der Wundertater einreihen 
will. 

Zusammenfaissend kann daher gesagt werden: in Auseinander- 
setzung mit und Weiterfiihrung von Ergebnissen, die sich be- 
sonders bei Weiskotten, v. Hamack und Pellegrino finden, 
miissen wir feststellen: Possidius, der weithin als besonders 
zuverlassiger Biograph gilt*, ist dies keineswegs ohne Ein- 
schrankung. Als einschneidendster Mangel ist die unausgeglichene 
und teilweise unsachliche Behandlung des Helden sowie seiner 
Umwelt anzusehen. Trotz des oft unmittelbaren stilistischen und 
sachlich-inhaltlichen Anschlusses an Augustin selbst, trotz einer 
auQerst giinstigen Quellenlage, wie sie den meisten heidnischen 
und christlichen Biographen nicht geboten war, kommt weder 
eine ausgeglichene, noch eine tiefschiirfende, der Personlichkeit 
des Helden im Positiven wie Negativen gerecht werdende Wiirdi- 
gung zustande; die Umgebung des Kirchenvaters gerat erst recht 
in ein ,,schiefes“ Licht. Possidius’ modestia und geistige Un- 
angemessenheit zeichnen ein im wesentlichen nur erbauliches 
Augustinbild, und das — wenn auch nicht konsequent benutzte — 
Prinzip metaphysischer Kausalitat eliminiert oder paralysiert 
die hier und da starker bemerkbaren realistischen Ansatze. Wir 
wtirden dem Freund wohl gern eine gewisse Glorifizierung 
Augustins nachsehen, konnen aber nicht an den umfangreichen 
Widerspriichen, an der Unterschatzung der Umgebung des 
Kirchenvaters und damit an der groben Schwarz-WeiB-Malerei 
groBer Partien der Vita vorbeigehen. Wir konnen auch nicht 

* Vielleicht ist die Drastik des 10. Kap. deshalb so stark, weil die Kausalitat 
(mit Ausnahme eventuell von 10,3) eine rein innerweltliche bleibt; dieses 
Kapitel diirfte jedenfalls das handlungserfiillteste der ganzen Vita sein! 

* Hamack l^tont besonders, daB die Vita bei naherer Beschaftigung ge* 
winne. 

24* 
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tibersehen, daB die Darstellung an vielen Stellen episodenhafb, 
blaB und zusammenhanglos ist und daB Possidius sich — freilich 
den in der Praefatio gegebenen Einschrankungen entsprechend — 
oft selbst der besten Moglichkeiten und Ansatzpunkte zu einer 
tiefschiirfenden und konzentrierten, durch sinnvolle Kausal- 
zusammenhange verbundenen Charakterisierung beraubt. Diese 
Art der Darstellung und die oft iibermaBige Glorifizierung Au¬ 
gustins — etwa als magisier noater, als 'praecipunm dominici cor- 
porta membrum —, dessen personliche Leistung bei Possidius nur 
durch die gottliche Vorsehung, niemals durch menschliche 
„Nebenbuhler“ reduziert wird^, fiihren gerade durch ein Ver- 
schweigen des Negativen, vor allem der inneren Kampfe und 
Auseinandersetzungen (BekehrungsprozeB!), im dialektischen 
ProzeB zu einer schlieBlichen Unterschatzung der menschlichen 
Qualitaten und Leistungen des Helden. Durch die Abhangigkeit 
von der Diktion und vom moraltheologischen System Augustins— 
mit gewissen Ausnahmen wie in der Siindenlehre* — gerat Possi¬ 
dius voUig in dessen Schlepptau und wird als Biograph imselb- 
standig und im letzten auch unproduktiv, so daB wir sein Werk 
zwar als Quelle im einzelnen, nicht aber als Biographie im ganzen 
hoch einschatzen werden. Mindestens die Akzente setzt Possidius 
selbst bei der Behandlung seiner Hauptanliegen — der Schil- 
derung Augustins als Reprasentanten und Vorkampfer fiir pax 
und unitaa der Kirche gegen die Haresien und als Schopfer des 
afrikanischen Monchtums — oft falsch, well er, abgesehen von 
den anderen Behinderungen, durch seine streng einseitige, sein 
ganzes Wesen durchziehende Glaubenshaltung vor jeder Hori- 
zonterweiterung und damit vor jeder Bereicherung seines Wert- 
maBstabes zuriickschreckt. Leider mtissen wir daher auch die 
von ihm so stark hervorgehobene Verpflichtung der Wahrheit 
gegeniiber auf das beschranken, was ihm innerhalb des glaubens- 
maBig Gebotenen — oder gar innerhalb der Konvenienz — als 
mitteilbar erschien. All diese Mangel der Augustinvita miissen 
klar herausgestellt und konnen nicht ohne weiteres mit dem 
Hinweis auf die der Biographie als solche gezogenen „Grenzen“ 
Oder mit dem Hinweis auf die „Durchschnittsleistung“ des Genos 
Oder etwa speziell der christlichen Biographie abgetan werden; 
eine solche Kritik miiBte sich immer wieder in ihren eigenen 

^ Die Gefahr einer solchen Reduzierung liegt h5ch8ten8 etwa in den 
Kapiteln 1 (Ambrosius!) und 10 (Circumcellionen!) vor. 

* S. Hamack, a. a. 0., 12. 
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Schlingen fangen^. Inwieweit daspartielleVersagen des Possidius 
durch die zeitgeschichtliche Entwicklung von Kirche und Gresell- 
Bchaft, Kultur und Wissenschaft mit bedingt ist, muB hingegen 
immer wieder gefragt werden. 

^ Ich begegnete in der Diskussion dem ,,£inwand*\ daB man bei der Be- 
handlung der Vita Angustini die Funebralrede nnd die zeitgendssische christ- 
liche Biographie starker heranziehen miisse. Dies tue ich selbstverstandlich; 
nur geniigt ein Vergleich innerhalb des Genos nioht, zumal wenn der Akzent 
weniger auf der literarischen Form als auf Inhalt nnd Ergebnis der Vita liegt. 
Selbstverstandlich ist bei einer emsthaften Quellenkritik immer der strengste 
Mafistab anzulegen, der jedenfalls bis zum Zeitpunkt der Entstehung des 
analysierten Werkes gefunden worden war. Damit ergibt sich zwangsl&ufig 
das Zurhckgreifen bis auf Thukydides, der anoh fiir die biographische Arbeit 
im Prinzip schon bahnbreohend war (zu schwach hierzu wohl noch Dihle, 
a. a. O., 22 ff.; 36). Natiirlich kann man sagen, daB die ohristliohe Biographie 
ihren eigenen Idealen und „Gesetzen** folgt-; dies kann und darf sie ebenso- 
wenig wie ein Werk der heidnischen Biographie oder Historiographie davor 
achutzen, unter die Lupe genommen und auf die Logik ihrer Methode und ihrer 
Aussagen, auf ihre Wahrheit und Zuverlassigkeit hin iiberpriift zu werden. 
Selbstverstandlich muB der positive oder negative EinfluB der zeitgenhs- 
sischen Gesellschaft auf das betreffende Werk auch beriicksichtigt werden. 
Die Situation der christlichen Gesellschaft im Spatrdmischen Reich fiihrte offen- 
bar dazu, daB die ohristliche Biographie und Hagiographie im Prinzip weniger 
leistungsfahig war als die heidnische. Nach neuester Definition — daB namlich 
die L^bensbeechreibung nicht einem auBerhalb ihrer selbst liegenden Zweck 
dienen darf (vgl. Dihle, a. a. O., 11) — verlieren Biographien wie die Vita 
Augustini streng genommen sogar den Charakter der Biographie, da sie mehr 
der Verherrlichung Gottes und der Kirche als der Wiirdigung ihrer Helden 
gewidmet sind. 
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La doctrine du signe chez saint Augustin a ete etudiee plus 
d’une fois. Rappelons I’article recent de R. A. Markus.^ J*ai 
ete amene k m’occuper du signe chez Augustin, au cours d’une 
recherche sur la terminologie du signe naturel et du signe 
linguistique que Bofece — traduisant et commentant le ITegi 
^EQpLTjvelag d’Aristote — a transmise au moyen age latin. Pour 
bien faire il a fallu k tout instant se reporter k Augustin. Or, dans 
cette comparaison, on est frappe par I’approche diflFerente de ces 
auteurs. Augustin donne une description vivante et vecue du 
fait linguistique, en homme habitue k I’introspection en m^me 
temps qu’& I’observation d’autrui. Je songe surtout k tels pas¬ 
sages des Confessions et de la Doctrine chritienney plut ^u’au 
De Magistro, En revanche, Bofece approche le problfeme, comme 
Aristote d’ailleurs, en logicien, analysant et dissequant sfeche- 
ment la definition aristotelicienne du nom et discutant les 
opinions de ses devanciers. J. Shiel vient du reste de nous donner 
des details interessants sur sa fa 9 on d’utiliser leurs commentaires. ^ 
Ainsi on voit Augustin d’un cote et Bofece de I’autre arriver k une 
conception diflFerente des signes. Ces conceptions diflFerentes 
s’expriment neanmoins dans une terminologie en partie iden- 
tique. Pour les comparer avec fruit, il sera done utile de peser 
minutieusement la valeur des termes dont ils se servent; d’au- 
tant plus qu’il s’agit parfois de termes passe-partout qui, d’apres 
les contextes, s’accommodent des sens les plus divers. 

Pour determiner la portee exacte qu’un auteur attribue aux 
termes employes pour decrire les signes, il faut im contexte 
particuli^rement favorable et suffisamment explicite. Or, un 

^ St. Augiistine on signs, in: Phronesis 2, 1957, 60—83. Voir aussi K. Kuy- 
pers, Der Zeichen- und Wortbegriff im Denken Augiistins, Amsterdam 1934. 

* Boethius’ Commentaries on Aristotle, in: Mediaeval and Renaissance 
Studies 4, 1968, 217-244. 
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contexte de ce genre est fonmi precisement par le debut du 
second livre de la Doctrine chrdtienne. On se rappelle qu’il com¬ 
mence par une definition du signe, ou plutot deux definitions. La 
premifere est: 


Signum est enim res, praeter 
speciem quam ingerit sensibus, 
aliud aliquid ex se faciens 
in cogitationem venire.^ 


Un signe est, en effet, une chose qui, 
en plus de Timpression qu’elle pro- 
duit sur les sens, fait venir, d*elle- 
mdme, une autre id6e 4 la pens4e.* 


Cette definition sera critiquee plus tard, notamment par Jean 
de Saint Thomas, parce que, en faisant intervenir I’impression 
des sens, elle ne s’applique pas aux concepts par exemple. Mais, 
tout de suite aprfes Augustin presente, impliquee, il est vrai, 
dans sa description du signe naturel, une autre definition du 
signe, qui est plus generale: Les signes 

praeter se aliud aliquid ex se sont tout ce qui fait connaitre autre 
cognoaci faci[u'nt]. *1“® “*• 

Les signes etant ainsi definis, Augustin va les diviser en signa 
naturalia et signa data: les signes naturels et, comme on dit le 
plus souvent, les signes conventionnels. C’est ainsi que traduit 
par^^ I’edition Combos et Farges*; de m6me R. A. Markus 

nous dit que les signa data ont chez Augustin un caractfere exclu- 
sivement conventionnel.^ Or, cela n’est pas, pour ce contexte, 
une traduction juste de signa data — nous essayerons plus loin 
de montrer comment il faut I’interpreter — m6me si ces savants 
ont raison au point de vue doctrinal. R. A. Markus, renvoyant 
aux paragraphes 24 (37) sv. du mfime livre de la Doctrine chri- 
tienne montre qu’Augiistin admettait pour le langage une consen- 
sio, Du reste, et c’est ce que je voulais d’abord souligner, ceux 
qui traduisent ainsi signa data le font surtout pour etablir ime 
sorte de filiation. Ils veulent inserer la classification que fait ici 
Augustin dans la longue tradition qui distingue les signes naturels 
et les signes dits conventionnels, et la situer par rapport aux 
discussions, notamment des auteurs grecs, qui opposaient aux 
signes <pvoei, les signes appeles soit Maei, soit vdpfa, soit xaxa 
aw&^xrjv, Mais ici se cachent des problfemes. 


^ Saint Augustin, Le Magist^re chr^tien, trad., intr. et notes de G. Combds 
et J. Farges, Paris 1949, p. 238. 

’ Cette traduction est celle de T^dition cit^e dans la note pr6c6dente. 

• Ed. cit., p. 241. * Op. cit., p. 76. 
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J’en signalerai un, ici, qui a pr^cisement des consequences 
pour cette traduction eventuelle de aigna data par «signes con- 
ventionneIs». dans le Cratyle (384) de Platon, signiiie 

«conventiom. Mais, quel est le sens de Hard owdijHrjv dans la 
celfebre formule du Ilegt *EqfirjfvelaQ : 

6vo(ia jnev oifv iari arjfJLavTixij xard awdi^xrjv . . .'? 

Les interprfetes que j’ai consultes sont d’accord pour comprendre 
«Le nom est un son vocal significatif par convention!. C’est 
d*ailleurs 14 Tinterpr^tation de beaucoup de commentateurs 
de la premiere epoque. Mais d’autres interpr^tes anciens ont 
compris le terme tout autrement. Ces demiers se seraient-ils 
trompes? Au contraire, il me semble qu’on peut avancer des 
arguments serieux tendant k prouver qu*Aristote a voulu dire 
bien autre chose que «par convention!: owtfijxiy dans le Uegl 
^EqjijiTjvBlag serait synonyme de ofivdeaiQ, et xaxd aw&ijxtpf aurait 
le sens de per compoaitionem, 

J’indiquerai les arguments principaux: 

Premiferement, dans le contexte du IleQl ^EQptpfelag la tra¬ 
duction «par convention! ne presente pas un sens fort satis- 
faisant, et m6me introduit en quelque sorte im corps etranger: 
c’est que la notion de «convention! est 4trang6re k ce traite 
de logique, qui d6finit le nom, le verbe, la proposition, etc., et ne 
souffle mot d’lm quelconque accord que les hommes auraient 
conclu k propos d’eux. En revanche, «par composition! rend 
ces definitions bien plus coherentes: «Le nom est un son vocal 
significatif par composition (= 4tant compose), mais dont les 
parties, prises separement, ne signifient riem. La proposition 
est un son vocal significatif par composition, mais dont les par¬ 
ties elles>m6mes, prises s4parement, signifient aussi quelque 
chose. 

Ensuite, on se rappelle que dans sa Po&ique, Aristote donne 
une autre definition du nom, con 9 ue presque dans les m6mes 
termes: 

dvofia 66 ioTi (pcovq aw&errj arjfiavxixij ... * 
de nom est un son vocal compose significatif. . .! 

Ces definitions paraissant necessairement 6quivalentes, il y a 
quelque chose de contradictoire k comprendre d’une part 

^ Aristoteles, Categoriae et Liber de Interpretatione, reoogn. L. Minio- 
Paluello, Oxford 1949, p. 49. 

• Aristote, Po4tique, Texte 6tabli et traduit par J. Hardy, Paris 1932 
(Coll. Bud6), p. 60. 
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cw&evq comine«compo8e», et d’autre part, xord aw&ijxriv oomme 
«par conventiom. Certains savants^, frappds par cette contra¬ 
diction, ont essaye de donner k aw&erij un sens analogue k celui 
de ♦par conventiom qu’on attribue k hotA awdijHrjv. Cette tenta¬ 
tive etait vouee k Techec, dtant donne que le sens de aw&enjy 
«compo84», est assure par le contexte, oii il s’oppose k ddialgerog, 
•indivisiblet. Curieusement, on n’a pas essaye — k ma connais- 
sance — de faire I’inverse, comme je le propose: o’est k dire, 
traduire xara cw^xrpf par tpar compositiom. Notons que 
cela n’entraine aucune Emendation: il suffit de prendre aw^xti, 
non au sens figE, figurE, mais au sens propre, Et}rmologique: 
avv = cum, dijxtj = poaitio, Alors, les dEfinitions du IleQl 
^EQprjvelag et de la Po&ique s’accordent sur un sens satisfaisant: 
pour Aristote, les noms ne sont pas tellement ^iaei = pasitu, 
mais plutdt awdiaei, = per compo8itumem\ un nom, avant 
d’Etre posE pour une chose, doit auparavant avoir EtE oom- 
posE d’ElEments vocaux. 

La definition du nom dans le IIeqI *EqfxrjivBiaQ a EtE traduite 
par BoEce dans une formule qui a traversE le moyen Age: 

Nomen ergo eat vox aignificativa aecundum pUicitum^, oh aecun- 
dum placitum rend le xara aw&ifjxrpf d’Aristote. Or, placitum 
peut avoir le sens de fconventiont, dEcision collective; nous le 
rencontrerons tout k Theure avec cette valeur chez Augustin. 
Mais ce n’est pas le cas chez BoEce. En fait, celui-ci prend aecun¬ 
dum placitum dans le sens de ♦selon le bon plaisir individueh. 
U introduit par exemple un aliquia primus qui rebus nomina 
condidit, disant hose auAatantia dicatur aurumJ^ DEs lore, la 
conclusion s’impose: BoEce n*a p€W interprEtE xord ow^xrjiv 
comme ♦par conventiom, qui implique un sens collectif et exclut 
un sens individuel. 

En revanche, la difficultE diminue sensiblement s’il a compris 
per compoaitionem. Certes, BoEce a supprimE ce terme dans la 
dEfinition du nom elle-mEme, peut-Etre pour Eviter une ambiguitE, 
Etant donnE que quelques lignes plus haut, il avait employE 
compoaitio pour traduire avv&eaig, composition du sujet et du 
prEdicat. Mais, qu’il ait compris xara aw&rixrfv de la sorte 

^ P. e. G. Hermann, Aristotelis De Arte Poetioa Liber cum oommentariis, 
Leipzig 1832, p. 165. 

* A. M. S. Boethius, Commentarii in librum Aristotelis Tlegi *Egfirivelag, 
ed. C.Meiser, Leipzig 1877-1880, 2 vols, vol. I, p. 4. 

• Ibid., p. 46. 
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decoule de la portee de son commentaire. Je rappelle nne de ses 
premieres phraaes: ipsi aibi voces . . . composuerwnX,^ 

Encore plus revelatrices sont les traductions que GuiUaume de 
Moerbeke a faites au XIII® sidcle. II traduit xaxa aw^xrjy, 
du Ilsgi ^Egpirjvelag, par secundum confictionem,^ D’autre part, il 
rend aw&erij, de la Po4tique^, tantot (k propos du nom) par 
conficta, tantot {k propos de Voratio) par composita. 

Les equivalences per confictionem (pour xaxd auv^xrjv), et 
conficta (pour aw&exri), prouvent que pour Moerbeke les deux 
expressions grecques sont synonymes. La traduction awdex^j- 
composita montre en outre que c’est dans le sens de la «compo- 
sition», non de la «convention». 

La question se pose maintenant: comment expliquer les tra¬ 
ductions per confictionem, qui signifie <(par imagination!, 4par 
fantaisie!, et conficta, «imaginee!? II semble que I’idee sousjacente 
est que le nom, qui est compose par les hommes, doit auparavant 
par eux 6tre invente, imagine. Par \k, nous rejoignons la notion 
de Vad placitum boecien, k cette difiFerence prfes que Boice retient 
surtout Taspect individuel, tandis que Moerbeke ne specific 

pSiS. 

Les interpretations de Bofece et de Moerbeke renforcent Thypo- 
thfese d’aprfes laquelle Aristote lui-m6me aurait employe xaxa 
avv&^xrjv dans le sens de per compositionem. On ne pent done pas 
parler sans plus d’une seule dichotomie en signes naturels et 
signes conventionnels, heritee des Grecs, k laquelle celle 
d’Augustin s’enchainerait tout naturellement. On voit aussi 
qu’il faut scruter un terme dans son contexte immediat et 
concret avant de lui donner le sens de <(Conventionnel!. 

Cela etant, examinons ce qu’Augustin entend en realite par 
signa data. 


Data vero signa sunt, quae 
sibi quaeque viventia dant ad 
demonstrandos, quantum pos¬ 


hes signes donnas sont ceux que tous 
les dtres vivants se donnent les uns 
aux autres pour manifester, autant 
que possible, les mouvements de leur 


1 Ibid., p. 37. 

• J. Isaac, Le IJegl ^Eoftrjvei'ag en Occident de Bo^ce & S. Thomas. Paris 
1953, pp. 160-161; G. Verbeke, Ammonius et S. Thomas; deux commen- 
taires sur le IJegl ^EgfirjveiaQ d’Aristote, in: Revue philosophique de Louvain, 
64, 1956, 243-246. 

’ Aristoteles Latinus, vol. 33, De Arte Poetica, Guillelmo de Moerbeke 
interprete, ed. E. Valgimigli, A. Franceschini et L. Minio-Paluello, Bruges- 
Paris 1953, p. 25. 
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surU, motus animi sui, vel sensa^ &nie, soit tout ce qu’ils sentent ou 
aut intellecta quaelibet,^ pensent. 

Le sens explicite de data est sans aucun doute: «donnes», par 
opposition aux signes naturels, qui ne sont pas donnes. Mais 
une nuance implicite, fort importante, dans le verbe dare est 
I’intention. L’idee de volonte se trouve comme un thfeme con¬ 
stant et central dans ce pa»ssage, attribuee aux signa data, refusee 
aux naturalia, Les signes naturels signifient: 

sine voluntate atque ullo ap- 1® volonte ou aucun d^sir 

petitu significandi. signifier. 

Et Augustin insiste: la fumee (signe naturel) signifie le feu, mais 

non enim volens significare ©He ne le fait pas, voulant signi- 
id facit ... fier ... 

De mSme, le visage d’un homme en col§re est le signe de cette 
colfere, 

etiam nuUa eius voluntate sans aucun d6sir (de signifier) chez 
qui . iratus est, . , • • • 

En revanche, les signa data sont produits pour communiquer 
aux autres nos sentiments: data ad depromendum et traiciendum 
in aUerius animam id quod animo gerit . . . Ainsi lorsque nous 
faisons un signe, c’est que 

volumus per hoc signum vo~ nous voulons par ce signe commu- 

luntatis nostras participem fa- niquer notre volonte. 

cere. 

Et finalement, les b^tes ayant des signes, le critfere pour decider 
s’il s’agit Ik soit de signes naturels, soit de signa data est preci- 
sement la question de savoir 

utrum sine significandi volun¬ 
tate sequantur motum animi, 
an vere ad significandum den- 
tur. 

Ce qu’Augustin veut nous inculquer dans ces paragraphes, 
c’est que les signa data sont des signes donnes intentionelle- 
ment. Si Thomme donne des signes, c’est qu’il veut edere sensa 

^ Saint Augustin, Le Magist^re chr^tien, ed. cit., p. 240. 


si ces signes sans aucun d6sir de 
signifier suivent le mouvement de 
r&me ou s’ils sont vraiment donnas 
pour Stre des signes. 
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cordis, comme Tauteur des Confessions le dit dans un passage 
(I 8,13) oil il nous expose comment il a appris k parler. Tout au 
contraire, les signes naturels, tels du moins que les envisage 
Augustin, ne sont ni intentionnels, ni mfime — k proprement 
parler — donnas. Il s’agit li des ph^nomfenes, relies entre eux, 
existant dans la nature, chez lesquels la presence de l*un revfele 
la presence, m^me cach^e, de Tautre. Augustin nous met devant 
une conception particuli^re des signes, les uns naturels et non- 
intentionnels, les autres donn4s et intentionnels; tandis que chez 
Roger Bacon, par exemple, on trouve la description de signes k 
la fois naturels et intentionnels^ et de signa data non-intention- 
nels.‘ Done, dans le contexte d’Augustin, ces signa data sont 
presentes comme des signes donnes intentionnellement. Rien 
n’invite k les consid6rer comme des signes per compositionem, 
ou secundum phzcitum, ou per confictionem, Rien non plus, sauf 
peut-£tre ime vague allusion vers la fin’, ne permet de les traduire 
par «signes conventionnelsi. 

C’est dans un autre passage de la Doctrine chr&ienne qu’Au¬ 
gustin en vient k parler des signes conventionnels.’ Ici, k la 
refiexion, le lecteur pent sans doute inferer que ces signes «con- 
ventionnelsi sont aussi intentionnellement donnas, mais Au¬ 
gustin lui-m6me ne fait pas oe rapprochement, pas plus qu’lt 
propos des signa daia il n’avait fait Tinverse. L’auteur se place 
d’embl4e sur le plan social. Il mentionne que la lettre X signifie 
autre chose chez les Grecs et chez les Romains, et cela non naiura, 
sed pUicito et consensione significandi, Le terme placitum que 
nous avons signale chez Bo^ce au sens de «bon plaisir individueli 
a ici nettement le sens de «decision collective!. Augustin le dit 
d’ailleurs expressement un peu plus loin: 

Namque omnia quae ideo va~ effet, tout ce qui tient sa valeur 
hnt inter homines, quia placuU hommM dn Wt qn’U lenr 

inter eos ut valeant, instituta 
hominum sunt. * 


^ Opera hactenus inedita Rogeri Baooni, Ease. XV, ed. R. Steele, Oxford 
1940, p. 233-234. 

* Opus Tertium, o. 27; ciU chez C. Prantl, Geschichte der Logik im Abend- 
lande, Vol. Ill, Leipzig 1867, p. 124, note 569. 

» II 4 (6), ed. cit., p. 242. 

^ II 24 (37) 88., ed. cit., p. 296 88. 

* Ed. cit., p. 298. 
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De mfime il precise son interpretation de la conaenaio, Aprfes avoir 
rappele que le son Beta et le son Lege ont un sens different en grec 
et en latin, il dit 

aicvt ergo hoe omnea aignifi- Comme toutes ces significations meu- 

cationea pro auae cuiuaque ao- esprits conform^ment aux 

.... . . dinerentes conventions de la societe 

CietaiUi conaena^ anxmoa de chacun; et eUes le meuvent difF6- 
moventy et guia diveraa consent remment parce que ces conventions 
sio eat, diverae movent,^ sont diff^rentes. 

Notons qu’il prend la ^convention* dans le sens strict du terme, 
affirmant: 

nec ideo conaenaerunt in eaa 
hominea, quia iam valebant 
ad aignificationem, aed ideo 
valent, quia conaenaerunt in 

Fait curieux: tandis que la definition du signe, formulee par 
Augustin, a traverse le moyen fige, I’aspect collectif du signe 
linguistique, pourtant signale par lui, a ete & peu prfes eclipse 
par Vad placitum boecien. Get aspect collectif, il faut attendre 
jusqu’au XVI® si^cle avant de le voir reparaitre. 

^ Ed. cit., p. 298. 


et les hommes ne se sont pas mis 
d’accord sur elles parce qu’elles 
avaient d4j4 une valeur significative; 
elles ne valent, de fait, qu’en raison 
de oet accord. 
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Readers of the Revue des Etudes Augustiniermes^ will have 
seen an interesting contribution on this subject in the summer 
issue for 1969 in which Mile. A. M. La Bonnardifere shows, from 
a study of St. Augustine’s Scriptural citations, that the De 
Continentia belongs to the period of his anti-Pelagian wri¬ 
tings. She tentatively assigns it to the years 416—418* in place 
of 396—396, the generally accepted date. An independent course 
of study on which I have been engaged on The Church us the Spotless 
Bride of Christ in the Writings of Origen and Augustine had already 
led me to a somewhat similar conclusion before I was put in touch 
with the work of Mile. La Bonnardifere. 

The authorities for the traditional date*, which was that 
upheld by the Maurists, are almost all cited in Mile. La Bonnar- 
difere’s article. For the sake of completeness I would like to men- 


^ La date du «De Continentia» de Saint Augustin, in: Revue des Etudes 
Augustiniennes 5, 1959, 121—127. 

* Op. cit., p. 127: «Nous oroyons done pouvoir dire que le De Continentia 
est posterieur k 395, il appartient peut>^tre aux ann^os 416—418.» Mile. La 
Bonnardi^re's earlier conclusions on this topic are to be found in the chrono¬ 
logical list of St. Augustine's works appended to Henri I. Marrou's recent little 
book on St. Augustine (H. 1. Marrou avec la collaboration de A. M. La Bon- 
nardi^re. Saint Augustin et rAugustinisme, Paris 1955 [series «Ma!tres Spiri- 
tuels» 2], p. 183; cf. translation published by Longmans, London 1957, in 
which the chronological table is revised by Prof. J. J. O'Meara of University 
College, Dublin), and in two articles: Les commentaires simultanes de Mat. 
6,12 et de 1 Jo. 1,8 dans Toeuvre de Saint Augustin, Rev. des £t. Aug. 1, 
1955, 131, esp. n. 4; and L'£pitre aux H6breux dans Toeuvre de Saint Augu¬ 
stin, ibid. 3, 1957, 148. 153. 

* Le Nain de Tillemont, M^moircs, t. XIII, art. 348, p. 932; PL 40, note 
4a (Maurists); M. Schanz, Gcschichte der romischen Literatur III, edit.3, 
Miinchen 1922; IV, 2, Munchen 1920; S. Zarb, Chronologia Operum Sancti 
Augustini, Romoe 1934, p. 76; Biblioth^que Augustinienne, t. 3, Paris 1939, 
p. 107. 
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tion three other recent scholars who also favour this date, viz. 
the late Father A. Casamassa A. A., of the Lateran University, 
Rome^; Sr. Mary Francis McDonald O. P., who translated this 
work in the American series. Fathers of the Church*; and to the 
best of my recollection, the translator of this work in the Spanish 
series Biblioteca de Autores Cristianos*. 

My method in attempting to fix the date at circa 426 is to 
give an outline of the development of St. Augustine’s doctrine on 
the text of Ephesians 6,27, that is, on the Church as the Bride of 
Christ, and to show that St. Augustine’s doctrine on the Church as 
the Bride of Christ without stain or wrinkle in the De CorUineniia 
belongs to the Anti-Pelagian stage of his thought: and then by 
comparison with tlieRetraxUaiioriesandthjeDeDoctririaChristiaria, 
works which are definitely connected with the year 426, to assign 
the De CorUinerUia to that year also. I note that Mile. A. M. 
La Bonnardifere has promised to devote a chapter of her work 
to a treatment of Eph. 6,27 in the works of St. Augustine^. In 
presenting here some of my own conclusions I do not intend to 
interfere with her chosen field of research but to present Eph. 6,27 
in the works of St. Augustine from an ecclesiological point of 
view. 

Let me recall the text itself, a passage of great beauty and 
mystery introduced almost as a parenthesis by St. Paul when 
he is discussing the sanctity of marriage and the total imselfish 
dedication of mutual matrimonial love. 

St. Paul writes in this passage: 

Husbands, love your wives, just as Christ loved the Church, and delivered 
himself for her, that he might sanctify her by cleansing her in the bath of 
water with the accompanying word, in order to present to himself the Church 
in all her glory, devoid of blemish or wrinkle or an 3 rthing of the kind, but that 
she may be holy and flawless. Even so ought husbands to love their wives as 
their own bodies. He who loves his wife, loves himself. Now no one ever hates 
his own flesh, on the contrary he nourishes and cherishes it, as Christ does the 
Church, because we are members of his Body. “For this cause a man shall 


^ A. Casamassa, Scritti Patristici, Vol. II, Rome 1956 (Lateranum, nova 
series XXII, 1—4). Chronological table of the works of St. Augustine 
pp. 316—320. 

* St. Augustine, Treatises on Various Subjects, New York 1952 (Fathers 
of the Church series 16), p. 183. 

* Obras de San Augustin, Biblioteca de Autores Cristianos, no. 121, Madrid 
1954. Edicion en latin y Castellano. 

* Rev. des fit. Aug. 1, 1956, 134 n. 14. 
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leave his father and mother and cling to his wife; and the two shall be¬ 
come one flesh/' This is a great mystery — I mean in regard to Christ and the 
Church K 

From this passage the Fathers of the Church seized upon the 
phrases: . . . ‘‘The Church in all her glory devoid of blemish or 
wrinkle or an 5 rthing of the kind”, and St. Paul’s pregnant com¬ 
ment: “This is a great mystery — I mean in regard to Christ and 
the Church”, and using these they were able to express the doc¬ 
trine of the holiness of the Church. But the doctrine was also dear 
to heretics and Eph. 5,27 was used by the early heretics who 
exaggerated the doctrine of the holiness of the Church, the 
Montanists, the Novatianists, the Donatists and the Pelagians. 
The development in St. Augiistine’s doctrine on Eph. 6,27 was 
caused by the teachings of the two latter heresies and this enables 
us to distinguish three periods in St. Augustine’s teaching on the 
holiness of the Church from his use of Eph. 6,27: 

1. Early works, 392—399, 

2. Anti-Donatist writings, 400—411, 

3. Anti-Pelagian writings, 412—430. 

In his early period Augustine used Eph. 6,27 six times in 
seven years*. That one of these references, from the earlier part 
of the De Doctrina Christiana, should be regarded as belonging 
to the Anti-Pelagian period, I hope to show later. The doctrine 
of these passages, if we omit the one from De Doctrina Christiana, 
could be summarised thus. The Church without spot or wrinkle 
is composed of perfect souls and it has no place for sinners: it 
has been cleansed and washed like a garment in the blood of 
Christ and it has been joined to Christ in a permanent bridal 
union; it has been delivered from the Devil and his influence. 
Augustine does not pause to reconcile this teaching with the 
facets of experience, the obvious presence of sinners in the Church, 


^ Ephesians 5, 25—32. Translated from the original Greek by J. Lilly C. M., 
in: Kleist-Lilly, The New Testament, Translation from Greek, J^waukee 1956, 
p. 495. 

• The references are: 

394. De Sermone Domini in Monte 2, 19, 63—66 (PL 34, 1299), 
cf. Retractationes 1, 18, 14 (CSEL 36, 95; PL 32, 617). 

396. De Doctrina Christiana 1, 16, 15 (PL 34, 25). 

397—8. Contra Faustum Manichaeum 12, 42 (CSEL 25, 369—70; PL 42, 
276), 22, 87 (CSEL 25, 692-93; PL 42, 458-59). 

392. Enarrationes in Psalmos IX 6, 9 (CCL 38, 61; PL 36, 119). 
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the Grospel parables of the wheat and the cockle in one field, 
the good and bad fish in one net, the wheat and the chaff on the 
threshing fioor. He does not tell us if the Church without spot or 
stain is the same as the visible external Church. His view of 
things is simple and uncomplicated. His teaching on the subject 
at this time resembles that of Origen whose vision was “very 
strongly attracted by the shining troop of the perfect before 
whose brilliance all other things in the Church grow dim, so that 
they, the perfect, sometimes appear to him as simply the 
Church”^. Augustine did not advert to the ecclesiological pro¬ 
blems which arise from the presence of an assembly of perfect 
souls within the visible external Church. His thought on the 
Church was still developing and even without the Anti-Donatist 
and Anti-Pelagian polemics would have arrived at its term: he 
already distinguished the visible sacramental Church from the 
invisible Church of grace and while he looks on the latter already 
as the Church without spot or stain, he clearly does not expect 
the visible external assembly of the faithful to reach perfection 
in this world. The ecclesia sancta is an ecclesia spiritualist (spiri- 
tualis in these writings of Augustine is opposed to camalis, not 
to visibilis). 

The Donatist heresy forced Augustine to bring his thought on 
the holiness of the Church to the surface, to define it clearly, to 
make certain necessary distinctions and to let us see clearly what 
could only be glimpsed in his earlier writings. The Donatists 
taught that good and evil men could not co-exist in the Church; 
that mortal sinners automatically lost their membership in the 
Church: that the Church was composed exclusively of the sanctified 
few who were free from mortal sin and from all contact with 
those who had committed mortal sin; that they were the true 
Church and the Church was without spot or wrinkle even here in 
this world. All known mortal sinners were outside the Church and 

* H. Riedlinger, Die Makellosigkeit der Kirche in den lateinischen Hohe- 
liedkommentaren des Mittelalters, Munster in Westf. 1958 (Beitrage zur Ge- 
Bchichte der Philosophie und Theologie des Mittelalters 38, Heft 3), pp. 36—37: 
„Der Blick seines Herzens wird vielmehr mit Macht von der leuchtenden 
Schar der Vollkommenen angezogen, vor deren Glanz alles iibrige in der 
Kirche verblaBt, so daB sie, die Vollkommenen, ihm zuweilen schlechthin als 
die Kirche erscheinen.** 

* F. Hofmann, Der KirchenbegriflF des Heiligen Augustinus, Miinchen 1933, 
p. 120—122. These pages may have to be modified slightly if a new chronology 
is accepted for De Continentia and De Doctrina Christiana. 

25 Studia Patrlstica VI 
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also those who held communion with them^. One of the main 
tasks of St. Augustine in opposing their teaching was to prove 
the co-existence of good and evil men in the unity of the Church 
and in the communion of the sacraments until the end of time 
and, at the same time, to defend the right of the Catholic Church 
to the title “Bride of Christ without spot or wrinkle” *. To achieve 
this he distinguishes three groups among those claiming to be 
Christians and members of the True Church. Inside the visible 
external communion of the Church there are two groups: first, 
a select group of perfect souls, the Church without spot or wrinkle; 
secondly, outside this Church of the stainless, but still inside the 
visible communion of the Church there are sinners. Thirdly, 
outside the communion of the Church are those who claim to be 
Christians but who really are heretics and schismatics. The 
distinguishing mark of the members of the Church without spot 
or wrinkle is Charity and, although they are surrounded by 


^ Gesta Collationis Carthaginensis, PL 11,1408—14, esp. 1412. 
Augustine, Contra Epistolam Parmeniani 3, 3,17 (CSEL 61,121), 


ibid. 

1, 6,10 (CSEL 61, 29), 

ibid. 

1,4, 6 (CSEL 61, 26), 

ibid. 

1,3, 4 (CSEL 61, 23). 

Augustine, Adv. Fulgentium 21 (CSEL 53, 306). 

Optatus, Contra Parmenianum Donatistam 2, 18 (CSEL 26, 52). 

* The following texts contain Eph. 5, 27 in his Anti-Donatist writings 

400. Contra Epistolam Parmeniani 3, 2, 10 (CSEL 51, 111). 

401. De Baptismo contra Donatistas 1, 17, 26 (CSEL 61,169—170), 

ibid. 

3,18, 23 (CSEL 61, 214-216), 

ibid. 

4, 3, 4 (CSEL 61, 226), 

ibid. 

4, 4, 6 (CSEL 61, 226), 

ibid. 

4,10,16 (CSEL 61, 239-240), 

ibid. 

6, 16, 21 (CSEL 61, 279), 

ibid. 

6, 24, 36 (CSEL 61, 291), 

ibid. 

6, 27, 38 (CSEL 61, 293-296), 

ibid. 

6, 3, 6 (CSEL 61, 301). 

ibid. 

7,10,18-19 (CSEL 61, 360), 

ibid. 

7, 61, 99 (CSEL 61, 370). 

401—405. Contra litteras Petiliani 3, 49, 69 (CSEL 52, 211—212). 

417. Epistola ad Catholicos 2, 2 (CSEL 52, 232). 

411—413. Ennaratio in Psalmum 122, 1 (CCL 40, 1814). 

413. ibid. 

44, 22 (CCL 38, 509-610). 

411. ibid. 

60, 12 (CCL 38, 608). 

412. ibid. 

147, 23 (CCL 40, 2169). 

412. ibid. 

103, 1, 6-7 (CCL 40, 1478-79). 


411-412. Sermo 191, 2, 3 (PL 38, 1010-12). 
418. Epistola 93, 33 (CSEL 34, 479-480). 
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sinners, they support the sinners within the visible community 
of the Church and play the leading part in it. It is true that 
everyone who is in the external visible Church, the Catholica, 
apparently belongs to the Bride; but the inner reality of caritaa is 
the deciding factor and marks a person as part of the populus 
spiritualia or the populua camalia. The real truth of the Church 
is in its holy members and it is to them, to the Bride, that Au¬ 
gustine attributes the generation of life in the sacraments^. For 
our purposes here the important point to note is that Augustine 
claims that the text of Eph. 6,27 refers to the Church which exists 
here and now in this world, although he limits the concept to 
something less than the visible Church. But he nowhere tells the 
Donatists that their exegesis of Scripture is wrong in referring 
the sinless state to a Church still on earth among sinful men and 
not enjoying the confirmed glory of heaven. He accepts the 
presence of the Church without spot or stain in this world, and is 
anxious to claim the title for the Catholic Church and to refute 
the Donatist claim to it. 

Augustine changed his doctrine completely under the infiuence 
of the Pelagian heresy: against the claim of the Pelagians to 
perfect sanctity here on this earth he found it necessary to em¬ 
phasise the sinful nature of man. They claimed to possess the 
Church without spot or stain because of the sanctity of the indi¬ 
vidual members of their Church; the just have no sin and a 
Church constructed of these is altogether without spot or stain: 
in short, not only had they an exaggerated idea of the possibili¬ 
ties of human nature in avoiding mortal and venial sin without 
grace, but they had lost the idea of corporate sanctity*. 

Augustine’s reaction against this teaching caused him to 
change completely his interpretation of Eph. 5,27. He no 
longer claimed to be able to have this Church on earth but in 
a series of references he stated explicitly that the Church without 
spot or wrinkle could be attained only in the world to come. 
These passages containing Eph. 6,27* after the Pelagian heresy 

^ Cf. J. Ratzinger, Volk und Hans Gottes in Augustins Lehre von der 
Kirche, Miinchen 1954, pp. 136—148, esp. pp. 140—146, Der wahre Ort der 
caritas in der Ecclesia sancta. 

* De Haeresibus 88 (PL 42, 48) edited by Muller, Washington 1956 (Catho¬ 
lic University of America, Patristic Studies 90), pp. 123—126. 210—216. Cf. 
Sermo 181 (PL 38, 980-84), date 416. 

* The following are the Anti-Pelagian passages containing Eph. 6, 27: 
417. Epistola 166. 167. 

25* 
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had aroused Augustine’s attention are of such a distinctive 
character that it is easy to group them together and one finds an 
unmistakable resemblance among them and a pointed con¬ 
trast with passages in earlier writings using Eph. 5,27. 

The characteristics of this series of texts may be enumerated 
as follows: 

A. The use of Matt. 6,12 and 1 Jo. 1,8 with Eph. 5,27. This is the 
argument used by Mile. A. M. La Bonnardiere. 

B. The emphasis on the word glorioaa (in the expression Ecdesia 
glorioaa aine macula et ruga) as referring to the Church in 
possession of the lumen gloriae in contrast to the Eccleaia pare- 
grinana here on earth. 

C. The healing of the Church from sinful scars by medicinal trials 
on earth until it reaches its term of perfection in heaven. 

D. The ignorances and infirmities of its members are emphasised. 

E. The sense of election to victory in the struggle against sin and 
concupiscence. 

F. The expectation of Christ’s coming in glory to lead his Bride, 
the Church, to her heavenly nuptials. 

In a lengthy passage in the De Continentia we find Matt. 6,12 
and 1 Jo. 1,8 used with Eph. 5,27. This alone is sufficient, I 
think, to place the De Continentia after 417. For in that year, 
and not before it, we find the same combination of texts used to 
support the same doctrine, the sinful character of Man and his 
weakness in the face of temptation, — obviously Anti-Pelagian 
doctrines. 


417. Epistola 185, 38-^0 (CSEL 67, 33-35). 

417. Epistola 187, 28 (CSEL 57,105). 

416. De Perfectione lustitiae Hominis 15, 35 (CSEL 42, 34—35). 

416. Sermo 181 (PL 38, 980). 

418-19. Sermo 341 (PL 39, 1500-01). 

417. De Gestis Pelagianorum 12, 27—28 (CSEL 60, 557). 

418— 20. De Nuptiis et concupiscentia 33—34. 38—39 (CSEL 42, 250—251). 

419— 20. Contra duas Epistolas Pelagianorum 4, 7, 17 (CSEL 60, 540). 
(396) 426. De Doctrina Christiana 1, 16, 15 (PL 34, 25). 

ibid. 3, 33, 49 (PL 34, 85). 

426—427. Retractationes 1, 18, 9 (CSEL 36, 95). 

ibid. 2, 43 (CSEL 36, 152). 

428—429. De Haeresibus 88 (PL 42, 48). 

c. 426. De Continentia 9, 22 (CSEL 41, 167—168). 

ibid. 11, 25 (CSEL 41, 172-174). 
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But certain of these characteristics are found to be confined 
to a certain period about the year 426—427. The Retrdctations 
(426—427) emphasise the struggle of the Church for perfection 
against the ignorances and infirmities of its members and the 
sense of election and hope for future glory. The De Continerdia 
as one might expect speaks much concerning the struggle between 
the flesh and the spirit, but promises that, “when he who heals 
all our diseases leads the Church to the promised healing of 
infirmity, then there will be in no one of her members any least 
si)ot or wrinkle.” 

Let us examine now the two references in the De Doctrina 
Christiana, This work was begun by Augustine in 396 and the 
concluding parts of the third book and the whole fourth book 
were written in 426. It is obvious to me from the definitely Anti- 
Pelagian character of the use of Eph. 5,27 in the first book (116, 
15) that Augustine revised the earlier part in 426 and, in the 
mood of Retractations, brought it into line with his changed 
theological views. The passage tells us how Christ exercises his 
spouse, the Church, in the present life and purges her with many 
medicinal afflictions so that he may transplant her from this 
world to the next as his Bride without spot or wrinkle. Like¬ 
wise De Continentia speaks of Christ’s treatment of his Church: 

He both curbs her by corrections lest she be dissolved through the inflation 
of impunity, and he cheers her by consolations lest she succumb to the weight 
of her infirmity. 

There is a very close parallel of thought between the De Con- 
tinentia, the Retractations and the De Doctrina Christiana in this 
discussion of the infirmities of the Church, her struggle, her 
healing by Christ and election to glory. De Continentia contains, 
it is true. Matt. 6,12 and 1 Jo. 1,8 in common with the many texts 
which certainly belong to the period 417—420, but it contains more 
positive teaching in contrast to the negative defensive doctrine of 
the earlier works. I must note however that a reference in the Z)6 
Perfectione Jvctitiac Hominis (15,34—35) contains somewhat simi¬ 
lar teaching, but the date of this work is doubtful and it cannot 
be safely attributed to a late date: the opinion of critics puts it at 
415 but many points could be made for giving it a later date. 

Appendix 

Finally, to give the last word to St. Augustine in placing the date of this 
work, let us examine Epistola 231, Ad Darium Comitem, 429. Darius had asked 


Digitized by 


Google 



382 


D. O’B. Paul 


for a copy of his Confessions and Augustine sends it to him and sends with it 
five other works to get his opinion of them as if they were comparatively 
recent works They were De Fide rerum quae non videntur (date doubtful); De 
Patieviia (date doubtful); De Providentia (unknown) and a large work, the 
Enchiridion on Faith, Hope and Charity (date 421—22), and the De ContinerUia. 
The first three of these and the De Continentia are not mentioned in the Be- 
tra/slaiions nor in the Indicvlus of Possidius (written during the Vandal in¬ 
vasion of Africa, 429—435) in which he listed almost all Augustine's works. 
These facts indicate that the book De Continentia was written in the last four 
years of Augustine's life, and that he kept up the struggle against Manichea- 
nism until his death. 


^ Epistola 231, 7. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



L’Argument de la «R4viviscenee des P4ch4s» dans le 
De Baptismo de saint Augustin 

F. Floeri, Paris 


La pratique romaine etait de ne pas rebaptiser les sujets dona- 
tistes qui se convertissaient k la foi catholique. Les Donatistes 
affectaient d’y voir I’aveu que les Catholiques reconnaissaient k 
leur ^glise dissidente la possession de TEsprit Saint Ils s’ap- 
puyaient pour cela sur la theorie de Saint Cyprien. Saint Augustin 
leur repond dans son ouvrage De Baptismo contra DoncUistas, que 
le tort de Cyprien a ete de ne pas distinguer «le sacrement d’avec 
son efiFet ou son usages*. 

Ainsi tout en admettant avec r6v§que de Carthage que seule 
la veritable ^glise donnait la charity, parce que seule elle pos- 
sMait I’Esprit Saint*, Augustin affirmait centre lui, qu’en 
dehors de I’figlise les heretiques et les schismatiques conferaient 
validement le Bapt^me; mais en revanche il maintenait que le 
sacrement ne devenait efficace pour le salut que dans cette veri¬ 
table figlise^. 


^ QuaerufU eJtiam utrum peccata dimiitarUur per haptismum in parte Donati, 
ut 8% dixerimua dimitti reapcmdearU; *Ergo eat iUic Spiritua Sanctua Et at 
iia eat^, inquiunt, wommunio noatra eat eccleaia Chriati, non enim praeter ecde* 
aiam dimiaaionem pecccUorum Spiritua Sanctua operaiur, Et aic noatra commu- 
nio eat eccleaia Chriati, non eat eccleaia Chriati veatra communion ... Si autem 
dixerimua non ihi dimitti peccata, *ergo^, inquiunt, anon eat illic verua haptiamua, 
et propterea quoa a nohia auacipitia voa baptizare debetia. Quod quia non facitia, 
in eccleaia Chriati voa non ease fatemini*. De Bapt. 111, 15, p. 160,17—161, 5 
Petschenig. 

‘ . Viaum eat quibuadam etiam egregiia viria antiatihua Chriati, inter quoa 

praecipue heaiua Cyprianua eminehat, non eaae posse apvd hereticos vel schismati- 
cos haptismum Christi, nisi quia non distinguebatur aacramentum ab effectu vel 
uau aacramenti. De Bapt. VI1,1, p. 297, 20—25 Petschenig. 

* Ecdesia catholica aola corpua eat Chriati ... Extra hoc corpus neminem 
vivificat Spiritua Sanctua ... Non habent itaqva Spiritum Sanctum qui aunt 
extra Eccleaiam. Epist. 185, XI 50, p. 43, 25—44, 5 Goldbacher. 

* ... nec in qua aola (Eccleaia) unua baptiamus habetur, aed in qua aola unua 
haptiamua aalvbriter habetur. Contra Cresc. I 29, 34, p. 354, 24—26 Petschenig. 
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Centre les Donatistes, qui se reclamaient de Cyprien, il en 
tirait done cette consequence qu’il n’y avait pas lieu de rebaptiser 
un heretique ou un schismatique ayant re 9 u selon les formes 
requises le baptSme dans son !£glise dissidente, mais que le 
sacrement ne produisait ses efiFets qu'au moment de sa conver¬ 
sion k rfiglise catholique, qui seule possedait I’Esprit Saint 
Comme, au cours de sa demonstration, Augustin fait appel 4 
la thfese singulifere de la reviviscence des peches, Ton estime commu- 
nement qu’il y a recours comme au seul argument qui permettait 
en definitive de concilier le fait de la non-reiteration du baptSme 
avec le monopole de la veritable £glise dans la possession de la 
charite et de I’Esprit Saint. C’est I’interpretation notamment 
de Pourrat^ et de Batiffbl®. Une lecture attentive des trois pas- 


^ Et ideo, si ab Ula perversUate correctus et a separatione conversus ventrU ad 
cathclicam pacem, sub eodem baptismate quod accepercU eius peccaia dimittentur^ 
propter vinculum caritatis, sub quo baptismate peccata eius tenebantur propter 
sacrilegium divisionis. De Bapt. VI 5, 7, p. 302, 25—303, 3 Petsohenig. 

* P. Pourrat, Th^ologie Sacramentaire, Paris 1907, p. 133. Get auteur 
6crit que les mauvaises dispositions du sujet sont la «premi^re cause et la 
principale qui, d’apr^ St. Augustin, empdche le sacrement, conf6r4 en dehors 
de Tunit^, d’etre salutaire». 

Cette assertion est inexacte, si elle signifie que le bapt^me d'un schismatique 
ou d’un h6r^tique serait inefficace 4 cause seulement de ses mauvaises disposi¬ 
tions int^rieures. Augustin affirme expressdment le contraire: M5me de bonne 
foi, un schismatique ou un h6r6tique ne re9oit pas les fruits du bapteme. 

Accipere Hague in parte Donatio si incertum est peccatum^ quis dubitei certum 
esse peccatum non ibi potius accipere ubi certum est rum esse peccatumf lUi vero 
qui per ignorantiam ibi baptizantur, arbitranies ipsam esse Ecclesiam Christi, 
in istorum comparatione minus peccant; sacrilegio tamen schismatis vulncrantur: 
non idea non graviter, quod atii gravius. Cum enim dictum est quibusdam: Tolera- 
bilius erit Sodomis in die iudicii quam vohis (Mt. 11, 24): non ideo dictum est 
Sodomitae non torquebuniur, sed quia Uli gravius torquebuntur, De Bapt. I 6, 6, 
p. 152, 2—10 Petschenig. 

L’autre raison, ajoute Pourrat, est que «8eule la veritable ^glise est I’organe 
du salut et qu’en dehors de son sein les p4ch6s ne sauraient dtre remiB». 

II continue: «L’efficacit4 des sacrements n’est-elle pas amoindrie par cette 
doctrine eccl6siologique tout 4 fait cyprianiste? St Augustin parait le craindre 
{De Bapt. I 5, 6). Aussi pour laisser aux sacrements leur pleine efhcacit^, sans 
rien retrancher cependant 4 Taction de T^glise dans la dispensation du salut, 
le saint docteur fait appel 4 la singuli^re hypoth^se de la reviviscence des 
peches.» 

* £galement, selon Batiffol, Augustin apporterait cette theorie de la r^vi- 
viscence des peches pour supplier 4 la faiblesse d’une premiere argumentation, 
oil le bapteme heretique etait assimiie au bapteme fictif. 11 ecrit en effet: 
«Toutefois Tassimilation de la feinte et du p^che de schisme ne se soutient pas. 
Augustin est trop sagace pour ne pas Tavoir vu. D suppose alors que le bap- 
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sages du Z>6 Baptiamo contra Donaiistaa oti Augustin parle de la 
reviviscence des peches exclut cette interpretation. 

Le texte le plus long, que nous etudierons d’abord, se trouve 
au livre premier^. Augustin y etablit, de fa 9 on tout 4 fait gene- 
rale, qu’un baptSme pent §tre dans certains cas 4 la fois valide et 
inefficace. Comme point de depart, il choisit le cas concret de 
Simon le Magicien, qui re 9 oit le bapt^me sans les dispositions 
requises (Act. 8,9—24). 

— Ce Mage Simon a-t-il lav^ du vrai baptdme du Christ? Us r^pon- 
dront: Oui, parce qu’ils y sont contraints par Tautorit^ de r£criture. Je de- 
mande done s’ils affirment que les p^oh^s lui ont remis. Ils I'affirmeront 
aussitdt. Je demande alors pourquoi Pierre lui dit qu"il n’a pas part au sort des 
saints. C’est, disent-ils, parce que dans la suite il a p6ch6 en voulant aoheter 
le don de Dieu, que les Apdtres, croyait-il, pouvaient vendre*. 

La question generale est d^s lors posee pour tout baptdme 
fictif: 

Qu*en est-il si un trompeur s’approche du Baptdme? Les p^oh^ sont-Us 
remis ou non*? 

Que les peches soient remis ou non, prononce Saint Augustin, 
ce baptfeme fictif est valide, sans que pourtant le sujet en per 9 oive 
les fruits salutaires. Telle est, pour ce cas, la solution commune 
aux Catholiques et aux Donatistes^. Il est alors amene 4 expli- 
quer I’inefficacite de ce sacrement re^u dans la feinte. 


tSme donatiste produit la remission des p^ch^s 4 Finstant mSme o4 il est ad- 
ministi^, puis, aussitdt apr4s, les p4ch6s revivent parce que la charity irater- 
nelle n’est pas 14.» P. Batiffol, Le Catholicisme de St. Augustin, Paris 1920, 
p. 161, note 1. 

Notons de suite centre cette demidre remarque, qu*Augustin applique la 
reviviscence des peches non pas uniquement au bapt4me donatiste, mais 
d’abord au baptdme par feinte, et qu’4 cause de cela il en fait Fapplication au 
baptSme donatiste. 

^ De Bapt. 112,17—13, 21, p. 161—166 Petschenig. 

* ... magu8 iUe Simon virum vero Chri9t% bapiismaU tinctus sit. Responds- 
hunt iJtap, quia sanctae Scripturae aucioritate coguntur. Quaero ergo utrum 
fateafUur ei dimissa peccata. Profecto fatebuntur. Item quaero cur ei dixerit 
Petrus non eum habere partem in sorts sandorum. 4(Qiiia», inquiunt, ^postea 
peccavit petunia vclens emere donum Dei, cuius venditores esse Apostolos 
eredidit^. De Bapt. 112,17—21, p. 162, 3—9 Petschenig. 

* De Bapt. 112, 18, p. 162,10-11 Petschenig. 

* Sicut iam praeteritis maiorum statutis, non dubito etiam Ulos habere haptis- 
mum, qui quamvis faUaciter id accipiant, in Ecclesia tamen accipiunt, vd vhi 
putatur esse ecclesia, ah sis in quorum societcUe id accipitur. De Bapt. VII 53, 
102, p. 374, 8—13 Petschenig. 
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Deux hypotheses, seules possibles, sont envisagees: ou bienil 
n’y a pas remission des peches, ou bien il y a remission des peches, 
au moment de la reception du sacrement. 

Dans la premifere hypothfese, celle oil le baptfime par feinte ne 
remet pas les peches, ce sont les mauvaises dispositions du sujet, 
qui empechent que le vrai bapt^me du Christ n’efiFectue la remise 
des peches; cette remise aura lieu, lorsque le trompeur viendra k 
resipiscence^. Augustin tire alors cette conclusion, que, dans 
cette hypothfese, I’inefficacite du bapt^me re 9 u validement chez 
les schismatiques s’explique par le fait de sa reception en dehors 
de la veritable figlise, qui a seule la charite. Ce sacrement devien- 
dra efficace le jour oil I’heretique re viendra k I’unite de Tfiglise*. 

Dans rhypothfese opposee selon laquelle le baptfime fictif 
reraet les peches au moment mfime oil il est re 9 u, les peches, dit 
Augustin, revivent aussitot k cause de la fiction®. H en va de 
radme pour le baptfime des schismatiques: si les peches sont 
remis au moment de la reception du sacrement, ils revivent aussi¬ 
tot k cause de I’etat de schisme^. 


' In communionibus ah ecclesia separcUis, posse homines haptizari, ubi 
Christi haptismus eadem celebraiione dcUur et sumitur; cum quis reeoncUiatus 
unitaiif sacrUegio divisionis exuitur quo eius peccata ienebanlut^ et dimitti non 
sinehantur, Sicut enim in illo, qui /ictus accesserat, fit ut denuo non baptizetur, 
sed ilia pia correctione et veraci confessions purgetur, quod non posset sine hap- 
tismo, sed ut quod ante datum est tunc voters incipiat ad salutem, cum iUa fictio 
veraci confessions recesserit, De Bapt. 112, 18, p. 162, 20—163, 2 Petschenig. 

* 8i etiam iste qui haptismum Christi, quod non amiseruvt, qui se separave- 
runt, inimicus caritatis et pads Christi in aliqua heresi aut schismate accepit, quo 
sacrUegio scelere peccata eius non dimittebantur, cum se correxerit et ad ecclesiae 
societatem unitatemque venerit, rum iterum baptizandus est, quia ipsa ei recon¬ 
ciliations ac poM. praestatur, ut ad remissionem peccatorum eius in unitate iam 
prodesse incipiat sacramenium, quod acceptum in schismate prodesse non poterat, 
De Bapt. 112,18, p. 163, 2—10 Petschenig. 

Sicut autem per unitatis reconeUiationem incipit utiliter haberi baptisma, quod 
extra unitatem inutiliter habebatur: sic per eadem reconcUiationem incipit vtUe 
esse, quad extra earn inutiliter datum est, De Bapt. 11, 2, p. 146, 3—6 Petschenig. 

^ Si autem in illo qui fictus accesserit per saruUam vim sacramenti dimissa 
quidem illi esse peccata in ipso temporis puncto, sed per fictionem ipsius redisse 
continua, ut Spiritus Sanctus et adfuerit baptizato ut peccata recederent et perse- 
verantia fictionis fugerit ut redirent, De Bapt. 112, 19, p. 163, 11—16 Pet¬ 
schenig. 

^ Sic rum impeditur haptismi gratia, quominus omnia peccata dimittat, 
etiamsi odium fraternum in eius cui dimittuntur animo persevered ,,, Ddneeps 
autem continue reus indpit, rum solum consequerdium, sed etiam praeteritorum 
dierum, horarum, momentorum, redeurUibus omnibus, quae dimissa sunt. Et 
saepe ista contingunt in ecclesia, De Bapt. 112, 20, p. 165, 4—11 Petschenig. 
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Augustin se met alors k etablir longuement la realite de la 
reviviscence des peches, theorie qui ne lui est pas particuli^re^; 
et dont il a soin de souligner qu’elle n’est pas amende ou inven- 
tee pour les besoins de son argumentation, car les cas de revivis¬ 
cence, dit-il, se produisent souvent dans I’figlise: Et sdepe ista 
contingurU in Ecclesia^, 

Cette thfese s’appuyait sur la parabole evangelique du serviteur 
impitoyable (Mt. 18,23), en Tame duquel les peches revecurent k 
cause de la haine fratemelle: 

Comme cet homme n’avait pas eu piti^ de son compagnon qui lui devait 
cent deniers, le ma!tre lui ordonna de lui rendre ce qu’il lui avait remis .. 

Pour terminer, Augustin envisage un cas diflFerent et aussi 
general que celui du baptdme de feinte, le cas d’un baptdme hati- 
vement administre par necessite urgente k un sujet qui entretient 
la haine des ennemis dans son ame. Catholiques et Donatistes 
sont en elFet d’accord pour declarer qu’un tel baptdme est k la fois 
valide et inefficace. Ici encore I’fivdque se garde de prendre parti 
pour Tune ou I’autre des hypotheses possibles. 

Cela ne cesse de se produire, non seulement ohez nous, mais aussi ohez euz. 
Que dirons nous? Les p^ohes sont-ils remis ou non? Qu*ils ohoisissent done ce 

Pourrat ne rend done pas la force du texte lorsqu^il ^crit: fLe Baptdme re 9 u 
dans rher^sie ou le schisme peut remettre les p6oh6s pour un temps, mais 
si le sujet s’obstine k rester dans Th^r^sie ou le schisme, tous ses peoh6s re- 
vivront, et il n’obtiendra Tirrevocable remission que lorsqu*il se r^conciliera 
aveo Tunite catholique» (Op. laud. p. 133). 

Le texte ci-dessus, ainsi que les textes d’Augustin oit6s ailleurs, ne disent 
jamais pour un temps, mais toujours que les p4ch6s revivent continuo, 

^ St. Ambroise (en r^lit6 I'Ambrosiaster): Donate invicem, si alter in 
alterum peccet; alioquin Deus repetit dimissa. Si enim in his contemptus fuerit, 
sine dubio revocabit sententiam, per quam misericordiam dederat, sicut in Evan- 
gelio de servo neqtuim legitur, qui in conservum suum impius deprehmsus est. In 
Ep. ad Eph. 4, 32, PL 17, 393. 

St. Gr^goire: Ex quibus videlicet dictis (evangelicis) constat, quia si hoc quod 
in nos delinquitur ex corde non dimittimus, et iUud rursus a nobis exigitur quod 
nobis, iam per poenitentiam dimissum fuisse gaudebamus. Dial. lib. IV 60, 
PL 77,428-429. 

St. Augustin avait dit encore: Dicit Deus: Dimitte, et dimittetur tibi (Luc. 6, 
37); sed ego prius dimisi, dimitte vet postea. Nam si non dimiseris, revocabo te, 
et quidquid dimiseram, replicabo te. Serm, LXXXIII 6, 7, PL 38, 618. 

* De Bapt. I 12,20, p. 166, 11 Petschenig. 

* Redire dimissa peccata, ubi fratema caritas non est, aperiissime Dominus 
in Evangelio docet de illo servo, quern cum invenisset debitorem decern milium 
taUntorum, deprecanti omnia dimisit. lUe autem conservum suum qui ei debebat 
centum denarios, cum miseratus non fuisset, iussit eum Dominus reddere quae ei 
dimiserat. De Bapt. 112, 20, p. 164, 3—8 Petschenig. 
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quails veulent. Car s’ils sont remis, ils revivent anssitdt; rfivangile le dit, la 
V4rit4 le proclame. Done qu’ils soient remis ou non, le remMe sera n^cessaire^. 

Resumons la pensee d’Augustin! Quelle que soit la doctrine 
qu’un chacun professe sur les efiFets d’un baptSme re 9 u sans les 
dispositions necessaires, qu’il remette les peches ou qu’il ne les 
remette pas, dans Tun et I’autre cas, il est possible d’expliquer 
valablement qu’un baptSme valide puisse ^tre re 9 u sans efficacite. 
Ceci vaut done aussi pour le baptfime re 9 u illicitement chez les 
schismatiques. 

C’est ce que le Docteur va nous redire encore. Au Livre III, 
il ecrit en efiFet: 

An sujet de la remission des p^ch^s, j*ai d6j4 dit dans un livre pr6o6dent oe 
que je pense du bapt^me administr^ chez les h6r6tiques; n^anmoins je le rap- 
pelerai ici brievement, 

Premifere hypothfese: 

Si on estime que dans ce cas il y a, gr&ce k la saintet6 du baptdme, remission 
des p6ch4s, ceux-ci revivent k nouveau k cause de Tobstination dans Th^r^e 
ou le schisme, et, en consequence, il est n^cessaire que ces hommes viennent k 
la paix catholique, afin qu’abandonnant Theresie ou le schisme, ils meritent 
sous Taction de la charite et dans le lien de Tunite la purification des peches qui 
sont revenue en eux. 

Deuxieme hypothfese: 

Si au contraire, bien que le m^me bapt^me du Christ se trouve chez les 
heretiques et les schismatiques, il n'y op^re pas la remission des peches k cause 
de cette mdme pourriture de la discorde et iniquite de la dissension, alors ce 
memo bapteme commence k valoir pour la remission des peches, lorsqu'ils 
viennent k la paix de T^glise, en sorte que les peches veritablement remis ne 
soient pas retenus et que ce bapteme ne soit pas desapprouve comme etranger 
ou different*. 


^ De Bapt. 113, 21, p. 166,19—24 Petschenig. 

* De remiasione autem pecceUorum, tUrum per baptismum apud hereticoa fiat, 
quid mihi videretur iam in alio volumine acripai; aed etiam hie hrevUer comme- 
moro. 

Si fit illic remiaaio debitorum per baptiami aanctitaJtem, ruraua debita redeunt 
per hereaia aut achiamatia obatinationem, et ideo neceaaarium habent huiuamodi 
kominea venire ad catholicam pacem, vJt heretici et achiamatici eaae iam deainant 
et eorum, quae in illoa redierant, peccaiorum purgationem in unitatia vinculo cari- 
tote operarUe mereantur. 

Si autem, quamvia apud hereticoa vet achiamaticoa idem ait baptiamua Chriati, 
non autem operatur remiaaionem peccaiorum propter eamdem diacorditie foedita- 
temet diaaenaionia iniquitatem, tunc incipit valere idem baptiamua ad dimittenda 
peccata, cum ad eccleaiae pacem venerirU, ut vero dimiaaa non retineantur, neque 
ut iUe baptiamua quad alienua aut aliua improbetur. De Bapt. Ill 13,18. 
p. 207, 28—208, 14 Petschenig. 
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Augustin reviendra une troisifeme fois sur cette question, en 
laissant toujours ouvert le choix entre les deux hypotheses: 

La remission des p^ch^s irr^vocables ne suit le baptSme que si celui-ci est, 
non seulement legitime, mais encore l^gitimement re 9 u. Neanmoins, s’il n’est 
pas reyu l^gitimement, et que les p^ch^s ne sont pas remis, ou bien que, remis, 
ils revivent, il ne s'en suit pas que le sacrement du baptSme soit mauvais ou 
nul dans le baptist 

Devant ces textes il faut done maintenir contre les inter¬ 
pretations de Pourrat et de Batiffol, qu’Augustin ne considfere 
pas la reviviscence des peches comme le seul moyen d’expUquer 
que le baptSme des heretiques soit valide, mais inefficace. Certes, 
Augustin, avec d’autres, admettait comme possible la revivis¬ 
cence des peches, et e’est pourquoi il a pu Tutiliser legitimement 
dans telle hypothfese envisagee, mais on ne pent pas dire qu’il 
8*en serve comme du seul argument valable dans tons les cas. 

Quant 4 savoir s’il y a ou non remission des peches, et done 
reviviscence immediate, lors du bapt^me fictif, hatif ou schisma- 
tique, il semble qu’Augustin ait toujours evite de se prononcer. 

^ Nec remissio irrevocabilium peccaiorum consequitur baptisma, nisi non 
solum legiiimum^ sed etiam legitime habeatur. Nec tamen, si legitime non babe- 
bitur et peccata non dimittantur, vel remissa replicabantur, propterea vd malum, 
vd nullum erit in baptizato baptismi sacramentum. Sicut enim Judas ... De 
Bapt. V 8, 9, p. 270,1—7 Petschenig. 
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Wie den Patristiker das Verhaltnis von Bibel und Vatertheo- 
logie interessieren muB, so darf auch der tJbergang von der 
Vaterzeit zur Scholastik, sei es der byzantiiiischen, sei es der 
abendlandischen, fiir ihn nicht auBer Betracht bleiben. Ist dock 
die christliche tJberlieferung nur aus ihrer inneren Einheit zu 
begreifen. Patristik und Scholastik als Epochen der Theologie 
besagen keinen Bruch, sondem Weiterbildung. Dies gilt um so 
mehr, je dififerenzierter fiir uns heute nach intensiver Forschung 
der BegriflF ,,Scholastik“ geworden ist. Nicht umsonst hat sich 
die Unterscheidung von ,,Vor-, Frlih-, Hoch- und Spatscholastik“ 
herausgebildet. Diese Gliederung ist so ernst zu nehraen, daB 
Vor- und Friih-Scholastik in ihrer Eigenart der Vatertheologie 
naher zu stehen scheinen als der klassischen Hochscholastik. Diese 
innere Verwandtschaft ergibt sich um so deutlicher, je mehr auch 
in der Vaterzeit schon Ansatze zur ,,Scholastik“ festgestellt 
wurden. Dies gilt besonders, wenn wir auf die Ausbildung der 
theologischen Methodik blicken, welche als das eine Kenn- 
zeichen der ,,Schola8tik“ gilt. Aber auch deren zweite Note, die 
Systematik hat schon in der friihesten Vaterzeit ihren Ur- 
sprung. Ja, von hier aus laBt sich in eiiier seltenen Deutlichkeit 
der organische Zusammenhang von Patristik und Friihscho- 
lastik erweisen, wenigstens fiir den Bereich der lateinischen. 
nachaugustinischen Theologie. Dies so sehr, daB damit auch 
neues Licht auf die Entstehung der scholastischen Systematik 
selbst fallt. Mit diesem Zusammenhang von patristischer und 
friih-scholastischer Systematik wollen wir uns hier kurz be- 
schaftigen. Zuiuichst wollen wir kurz die wichtigsten syste- 
matischen Versuche der griechischen Theologie benennen. Dies 
kann in allerKiirze geschehen, da von hieraus keineBnicke zum 
scholastischen System zu fiiliren scheint. Wichtiger ist die 
lateinische Uberlieferung selber, deren systematisierende Kraft 
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sich in einem kontinuierlichen ProzeB bewahrte, um dann schlieB- 
lich auch griechische Anregungen aufnehmen zu konnen. 

I. IHe wichtigsten aystemcdiscJien Versuche derCfriechen 

GewiB ist als erster systematischer Versuch das Symbolum 
Apostolicum zu nennen, das aus dem Taufunterricht erwachsen 
ist. In ihm ist die Einheit von Ost und West zur Gestalt geworden. 
Seine Sicht der christlichen OflFenbaning ist fiir immer giiltig 
geblieben, wenn sie auch weiter ausgestaltet worden ist. Diese 
Schau ist „heilsokonomisch“ gepragt, d. h. das kirchliche Credo 
ist eine Aussage iiber das Wirken Gottes des Vaters in der 
Schopfung als der Voraussetzung der Sendung des Sohnes in der 
Menschwerdung, vollendet durch Tod, Auferstehung und Auf- 
fahrt, und in der Mitteilung des Geistes, der sich in Kirche und 
Sakrament entfaltet bis zur Wiederkunft des Sohnes und der 
Vollendung des Ganzen in Gott. Der erste bedeutsame Schritt 
der kirchlichen Theologie iiber dieses heilsokonomische Schema 
hinaus geschah in der Ausbildung der sogenannten „T?ieologia'\ 
d. h. der Lehre von dem inneren Leben des dreifaltigen Gottes in 
Vater, Sohn und Geist. Das Verhaltnis von „Theologia'" und 
„Oikonomia'\ in der Schrift nur angedeutet, in der Vatertheologie 
ausgebildet, liegt alien weiteren systematischen Versuchen zu- 
grunde, wenn es auch nur selten in seiner Reinheit voll zur Dar- 
stellung kam. 

1. Das Friihwerk des Origenes, IJegl oqx^'^ oder De PrincipHs, 
wird gewohnlich als erster patristischer Versuch einer theolo- 
gischen Synthese bezeichnet. Man spricht von einem ,,dog- 
matischen Handbuch“, ja von einer ersten theologischen ,,Sum- 
ma“, die in diesem Werk geschafiFen sein soil. Heute wird die 
systematische Leistung des Origenes mehr und mehr kritisch 
betrachtet. Denn in Tlegi oqx^v streiten sich zwei ordnende 
Prinzipien um die Vorherrschaft, ein echt theologisches, vom 
Symbolum her vorgegebenes, und ein philosophisches, das die 
Lieblingsprobleme des Origenes in den Vordergrund schieben 
mbchte: das Verhaltnis von menschlicher Freiheit und gott- 
lichem Wirken; das Zueinander von Freiheit und Heilsverwirk- 
lichung und Heilsverlust; das Spiel der Krafte, die unserem 
Heile dienen mochten. Neuere Forschungen suchen von beiden 
Seiten her das ganze Werk des Alexandriners zu begreifen, bald 
mehr unter Betonung des Theologischen, bald mehr unter 
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Hervorhebung des philosophischen G^samtcharakters. Hier 
stehen sich die Arbeiten von H. de Lubac und Marguerite Harl 
gegeniiber^. Die Entscheidung der Frage, welcher Weg der 
Deutung mehr berechtigt sei, steht hier nicht zur Diskussion. 
Richtig ist jedenfalls, daB fiir Origenes ein theologischer (Jesamt- 
plan existiert, mag er auch in der Durchfiihrung in den Hinter- 
grund treten^. In TIeqI oqxo^v IV 14 (Koetschau 318—319) gibt 
Origenes eine kurze Skizze der Heilsmysterien, deren Darlegung 
nach ihm der erste Zweck der Schrifb sei. Diese Mysterien aber, 
die Gegenstand des Lehrens und Lemens sind, lassen sich von 
der Schrift her in die Hauptpunkte zusammenfassen: Gott und 
sein eingeborener Sohn. Dariiber hinaus aber zeichne sich ein 
anderer Kreis von ,,Dogmen“ ab, welche die geistige Schopfung 
betrefifen: die vemlinfbigen Kreaturen im Himmel und auf 
Erden mit ihrer Geschichte. Des weiteren aber ,,mussen wir 
lernen, was der Kosmos ist und der Grund seines Bestehens, 
woher die GroBe auf Erden und nicht nur auf Erden, sondem 
tiberair* (Koetschau 319,16—17). Origenes sieht in diesem AufriB 
die ganze Lehre der Schrift erfaBt und zwar gesondert nach 
,,Theologia“ (als Lehre von Gott, wie der lateinische Text noch 
verstarkt: Igitur de deo, id est de patre et filio et spiritu aancto; 
ebd. 22. 24) und ,,Oikonomia“, die Schopfung und Heilsge- 
schichte umfaBt. Wenn aber Origenes dies als AufriB der Schrift- 
lehre hinstellt, so ist nach Marguerite Harl damit nicht gesagt, 
daB er sich selber fiir seinen Entwurf daran halt. Hier stehe viel- 
mehr ein philosophisches Schema im Vordergrund: Gott—Welt- 
Mensch. 

2. Die Orofie katechetische Rede Gregors von Nyssa® jedenfalls 
kristallisiert das theologische Schema von ,,Theologia“ und 
,,Oikonomia“ erstmals in voller Reinheit heraus. 

Der eine Gott in drei Personen, in dem der Sohn dem Vater 
wesensgleich und der Geist mit dem Vater und dem Sohn ein 
Gott ist: dies ist der Gegenstand von Kap. I^IV. 

^ Vgl. Marguerite Harl, Orig^ne et la fonction r4v61atrice du Verbe Incarn4 
(Patristica Sorbonensia 2) Paris 1958, 104—111 zu Peri Archon: H. de Lubac, 
Histoire et esprit. L’intelligence de TEcriture d’apr^s Orig^ne, Paris 1950. 

* Zur Frage des Aufbaus von Peri Archon vgl. jetzt die eingehende Anal 3 r 8 e 
bei Hugh T. Kerr, The First Systematic Theologian. Origen of Alexandria 
(Princeton Pamphlets 11), Princeton Theological Seminary 1958; Rezension 
von Marguerite Harl, Theologische Literaturzeitung 84, 1959, 704—706. 

* Gregor Nyssenus, Oratio catechetica magna, PG 45, 9—105; J. H. Sraw- 
ley. The Catechetical Oration of Gregory of Nyssa, Cambridge 1956. 
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Erlosung und Heiligung aber bilden den Hauptteil der Oro^en 
kalechetiachen Rede. Er gliedert sich aber in zwei deutlich ge- 
schiedene Abschnitte: im ersten geht es um die historische Ver- 
wirklichung des durch die Siinde verscherzten Heils durch Christi 
Menschwerdung, Tod und Auferstehung; im zweiten wird die 
Ordnung der Aneignung des Heils entfaltet: Taufe und Eucha- 
ristie vertreten den Ordo der Sakramente. Ihnen gesellen sich 
zu der Glaube an den dreieinigen Gott und das Leben aus dem 
Geiste. 

Trotz der klar erkennbaren theologischen Systematik hat die 
geschichtliche Sicht die Form der Rede gepragt: Christus und 
sein unter uns erlittenes Schicksal mu6 alle Phasen unserer 
menschlichen Existenz umgreifen, um uns zum Heile zu werden 
(Kap. XXVII). Leider blieb diese theologisch so wertvolle Uber- 
schau liber das christliche Dogma ohne besonderen EinfluB 
auf die spatere Systembildung des Abendlandes. Dies lag wohl 
daran, daB Gregor kein eigentliches dogmatisches Handbuch 
im Sinne eines Lern- oder Lehrbuches geschafifen hat. Sein 
Entwurf — gewiB ftir Seelsorger gemacht — will nur Anregung 
zum Nachdenken und zur tieferen Aneignung des bereits Be- 
kannten und eine Hilfe zur Verkundigung und Verteidigung des 
Christenglaubens sein. 

3. Was Theodoret von Cyrus im 5. Buche seines Werkes 
Hdretische Fabeln (PG 83,439^556) bietet, zeigt - im Gegensatz 
zu Gregor — weniger den Charakter der Verarbeitung als den 
einer positiven Darlegung. Die Bezeichnung eines „Compendi- 
ums“ der christlichen Dogmen konnte naheliegen, wtirde jeden- 
falls hier mehr zutreflFen als bei Origenes und Gregor. Theo- 
dorets Entwurf zeichnet sich aus durch seine reichen biblischen 
Belege. Sein Schema ist wieder ein Muster der griechischen 
Scheidung der Glaubenslehre in ,,Theologia“ und „Oikonomia“. 
Die christologisch-dogmatischen Thesen sind fiihrend, wenn 
auch die Schopfungslehre kaum auf sie hinbezogen wird. Immer- 
hin steht die Christologie am rechten Ort: nach der Lehre von 
den Engeln (Damonen) und vom Menschen und vor der Sakra- 
mentenlehre (Taufe) und der Eschatologie. Einige Fragen aus der 
Morallehre oder der Pastoral schlieBen diese divinorum decre- 
torum epitome ab, die ein positives Bild der evangelischen Lehre 
sein will, nachdem die ,,haretischen Fabeln“ den dunklen Hinter- 
grund fiir das Licht (PG 83,441 B) abgegeben haben. Diese 
Zusammenstellung wird uns sofort wieder begegnen. 

26 Studia Patristlca VI 
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Lieber als an die bisher genannten Vater oder Kirchenschrift- 
steller vergeben die Geschichtsschreiber der theologiscben 
Systematik an Johannes von Damsiskus den Titel eines Ver- 
fassers einer, ,Dogmatik‘ ‘ oder eines,,theologiscben Handbuches‘ ‘. 
Der 3. Teil seiner Ilriyri rfjg Fvcoaewg die als ^Ex&eaig rfjg oq&o- 
dd^ov nlarecog bezeic^et wird, stellt nach M. Grabmann „ein 
ziemlich vollstandiges System derDogmatik“ dar^. Nehmen wir 
freilich den BegrifiF „Dogmatik“ nicht bloB im Sinne einer 
Materialsammlung, sondem einer Darlegung der Glaubens- 
wahrheiten mit logischer, innerer Verkniipfung und Durchdrin- 
gung der OfiFenbarungswahrheiten, so werden auch bei Joannes 
Damascenns manche Abstriche zu machen sein. Umfangreiche 
Stlicke seiner Ekthesis sind — entsprechend seiner Absicht, 
nichts Eigenes bringen zu woUen — anderen Werken entnommen, 
was sicherlich nicht zur Verfestigung des gedanklichen Gefiiges 
beitragt. 

Der Aufbau der Expositio enthalt nichts Auffalliges. Die 
„Theologia“ steht voran, eingeleitet durch die Ausfiihrungen 
tiber die Erkennbarkeit Gottes und die Gottesbeweise — eine 
Anordnung, die auch unsere modemen Traktate noch kennen. 
Diesem ersten Buch folgt ein zweites, das die Schopfungslehre 
bringt (Unsichtbare, sichtbare Schopfung; theologische Anthro- 
pologie mit reicheren psychologischen Ausfiihrungen). Das 
dritte und vierte Buch (erste Kapitel) behandeln das Haupt- 
sttick der „Oikonomia“, die Menschwerdung. Der Best des 
vierten Buches gehort der Sakramentenlehre (Taufe-Eucha- 
ristie), einigen erganzenden Themen, wie Heiligen-, Reliquien- 
und Bilderverehrung, Problem des Ubels, und schlieBlich einer 
Eschatologie (Antichrist, Auferstehung). 

Die Lateiner beschaftigten sich spater geme mit diesem 
Buche*, stiilpten ihm aber merkwiirdigerweise die Einteilung 


^ loannes Damascenus, Expositio de fide Orthodoxa, PG 94,789A—1228 A; 
dazu: M. Grabmann, Die Geschichte der scholastischen Methode I, Freiburg 
1909, 109f.; B. Studer, Die theologische Arbeitsweise des Johannes von Da- 
maskus (Studia Patristioa et Byzantina 2) Ettal 1956, 17—25. 126—134; 
Keetje Rozemond, La Christologie de Saint Jean Damascene (Studia Patri- 
stica et B 3 rzantina 8) Ettal 1959, 50—63. 

* M. Grabmann, Scholastische Methode 111 f.; Naheres zum Einfiufi auf das 
lateinische Mittelalter bei B. Studer, a. a. 0. 132f. mit Hinweis auf die For- 
schungen von E. M. Buytaert; J. De Ghellinck S. J., Le mouvement th^ologi- 
que du XII« si^cle, Paris 374—415; M.-D. Chenu, La th^ologie au douzi^me 
sidcle, Paris 1957, 283 f. 287. 
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der Sentenzenbiicher des Lombardiis iiber, statt sich an dessen 
eigener Systematik zu orientieren. Johannes von Damaskus 
wurde mit dem Bekanntwerden seines Hauptwerkes, der „Quelle 
der Erkenntnis“, eine beliebte Vaterautoritat. Da in ihm ein 
gates Stuck der griechischen Patristik — wenn auch in kompila- 
torischer and damit in reichlich unlebendiger Form — weiter- 
lebte, so wurde er zu einem umfassenden Vermittler griechisch- 
theologischen Gates an die Schola.stik. Dies freilich erst, nachdem 
das Abendland seine Systematik aus eigenen Mitteln weitgehend 
ausgebaut hatte. 


II, IxUeiniach-pcUristische Enchiridien und fruh-scholdstische 

Summen 

All den bisher genannten systematischen Versuchen der 
griechischen Theologie war kein solcher EinfluB auf die Scho- 
lastik beschieden, daB ihr Aufbau unmittelbar ubemommen 
worden ware. Die lateinische Systematik des Mittelalters wurde 
entscheidend von ihrer eigenen Vorzeit her gepragt. Ihre Ge- 
schichte ist ein Teilaspekt der Geschichte des Augustinismus 
im Abendland. 

Wohl gab es schon vor Augustin auch in der lateinischen 
Theologie mehr oder minder gelungene Versuche zu einer syste¬ 
matischen Darstellung der Glaubenswahrheiten oder Entwiirfe 
einer christlichen Weltanschauung, wie die Namen Laktanz, 
Hilarius von Poitiers, in etwa auch Tertullian bezeugen konnen. 
Doch fand erst der Lehrer von Hippo wirkliche Nachahmer 
seiner systematischen Entwiirfe, und zwar schon in der patristi- 
schen Zeit. Diese wirkten dann ihrerseits auf die Scholastik 
weiter — dies um so mehr, als diese von Augustinus inspirierten 
Werke unter seinem Namen gingen. Von Augustins echten 
Werken warden der Schola.stik in besonderer Weise zum Vorbild 
einmal sein Werk De doctrina Christiana^ dann sein Enchiridion 
ad Laurentium sive de fide, spe et caritate liber unus, De civitate 
Dei darf auch nicht vergessen werden. Wir besprechen kurz 
den systembildenden EinfluB des echten Augustinus, um uns 
dann den Werken seiner geistigen Schuler zuzuwenden. 
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1. Dersystembildende Einflufl Augustins 

In seinem Enchiridion^ spricht Augustinus aus, was das Motiv 
der Abfassung wohl der meisten patristischen Abrisse der 
Glaubenslehre war: es war der praktische Nutzen eines kurzen 
,,Handbuches“ ftir den Prediger, den Seelsorger, fur alle, die 
sich in Kiirze iiber die christliche Wahrheit orientieren wollten: 

„Du willst namlich, wie du (Laurentius) mir schreibst, ich solle fur dich ein 
Buch verfassen, das dir, wie man so sagt, als Handbuch dienen und als solches 
nicht aus der Hand kommen soil. Dieses Buch soli alle gewiinschten Ant- 
worten enthalten, .. . worauf es in erster Linie, und worauf es letzten Endes 
ankomme, was das Wesentliche des ganzen (christlichen) Lehrgebaudes sei 
und schlieOlich, worin die sichere und recht eigentliche Grundlage des katho- 
lischen Glaubens bestehe ... Ein Enchiridion verlangst du also von mir, das 
heiOt ein handliches Biichlein, nicht einen dicken Folianten, der den Biicher- 
schrank belastet.*“ 

Augustinus hat eine eigene Art, seine Kompendien zu ver¬ 
fassen: Er betont von Anfang an den Akt der Aneignung der 
Glaubenswahrheiten. Von vornherein stellt er aufnehmendes 
Subjekt und angenommenen Inhalt einander gegeniiber. Ja er 
sucht vom subjektiven Aneignungsakt her ein Einteilungs- 
prinzip fiir die materiale Darlegung zu gewinnen. Im Enchiridion 
sind es die drei gottlichen Tugenden, Glaube, HofFnung und Liebe, 
die den gnadenhaft-gdttlichen und doch subjektiv-menschlichen 
AusgrifiF nach dem Ganzen der Selbstmitteilung Gottes bedeuten. 
Aber Augustinus fiihlt wohl, daB von daher keine voile DifFerenzie- 
rung der gegenstandlich genommenen OfFenbarung erreicht 
werden kann. So sucht er nach anderen Schemata und findet sie 
im Voter Unser und im A'postolischen Olaubensbekenntnis. Ein- 
teilungsprinzipien verschiedener Ordnung sind ineinander ge- 
schoben. Die echt griechische Scheidung in ,,Theologia“ und 
„Oikonomia“ ist fiir den Bereich des Materialen nicht gesehen. Die 
Ordnung der Konstitution des Heils und seiner Aneignung ist 
nicht in ihrer jeweiligen Eigenart berlicksichtigt. Dies wird weit- 
hin der Mangel seiner Nachahmer und ihrer Versuche bleiben. 

^ Augustinus, Enchir., PL 40, 231—290; in: Aurelius Augustinus Enchi¬ 
ridion de fide, spe et caritate. Handbiichlein fiber Glaube, Hoffnung und Liebe. 
Text und Ubersetzung mit Einleitung und Kommentar herausgegeben von 
Joseph Barbel, in: Testimonia, Schriften der altchristlichen Zeit, in Verbin- 
dung mit Theodor Klauser herausgegeben von Eduard Stommel f und Alfred 
8tuiber, Band I, Dusseldorf 1960. 

* Ibid. Kap. 1, n. 4—6 (zitiert nach der Ubersetzung in: Bibliothek der 
Kirchenvater 2, Augustin VIII 393f.); vgl. J. Barbel, a. a. 0. 24—25. 
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Einen anderen Weg geht der Lehrer von Hippo in seinem 
interessanten Work De doctrina Christiana^, Der Gehalt der 
christlichen Lehre scheidet sich in res et signa, in Zeichen und 
Bezeichnetes. Ein moderner Theologe wiirde hier mit einem 
AufriB der sakramentalen Struktur der christlichen Heils- und 
Schopfungsordnung einsetzen. Augustinus aber wendet seinen 
Zeichen-Begriflf zunachst nur auf das Schrifbwort an. Das Wort 
ist Zeichen und so Absprungbrett zu einer ascensio mentis neu- 
platonisch-augustinischer Dynamik. So kann Augustinus zu¬ 
nachst eine Lehre von der religiosen Erkenntnis und eine Theo- 
logie des Wortes entfalten. Er niitzt aber seinen Zeichenbegrifif 
nicht voll aus. Diese Aufgabe bleibt seinen Nachfolgem zur 
Losung tiberlaissen. Die res aber, das Bezeichnete wird wieder 
vom Subjektiven her angegangen, mit der Unterscheidung 
namlich der Akte des uti und des frui. ,,Gebrauchen“ besagt 
einen Durchgang, ,,GenieBen“ einen Endpunkt. Es gibt Dinge, 
die nur Mittel sind, um ziun GenuB zu fiihren. Andere sind fiir 
den GenuB da. Unter diese res fallen Welt—Mensch—Gott. Gott 
ist una quaedam summa res, communisque omnibus fruentibus^, 
d. h. letztes Ziel alien Gebrauches, Gegenstand allein eines Ge- 
nusses, letzter Inhalt aller Zeichen. Wir Menschen sind zwischen 
die beiden ersten Klassen von res gestellt, geboren um zu „ge- 
brauchen“ und dazu bestimmt, um Gott allein zu „genieBen“. 

So hat Augustinus ein Schema gefunden, um im zweiten 
Buch seines Werkes De doctrina Christiana eine kurze Dogmatik 
zu entwickeln (Kap. 5—21). Am Anfang steht diesmal eine 
Skizze der ,,Theologia“, der Lehre von Gott, dem Dreifaltigen 
(Deus Trinitas, res qua fruendum), dem Ziel der Schau und des 
sittlichen Strebens. Echt augustinisch faBt er Christus als 
menschgewordene Weisheit, die in ihrem Abstieg den kranken 
Menschen heilt, selber in Auferstehung und Himmelfahrt zu 
Gott zuruckkehrt, um zum Gericht wiederzukommen. Christus 
ist Lotse unserer navigaiio ad patriam (Kap. 10). Die Ordnimg 
der Heilskonstituierung ist so klar um Christus zentriert. Davon 
hebt sich der Ordo der Heilsaneignung ab. Denn Christus hat 
seine Lehre und alle seine Gaben in der Kirche, seinem Leib 

^ Augustinus, De doctrina Christiana, PL34, 15—122; hier nach ed. 
H. Vogels, Florilegium Patristicum 24, Bonn 1930. 

* Ibid. 1.1, V 5, ed. Vogels p. 6. Vgl. zum Ganzen: G. Istace, Le livre 
du ,,De doctrina Christiana** de saint Augustin, Ephemerides Theologicae 
Lovanienses 32, 1956, 289—330. 
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und seiner Braut, niedergelegt, vor allem in der Vergebung der 
Siinden. Damit ist der Kreis der ewigen und unwandelbaren 
Dinge umschrieben. Sie sind Ziel des Strebens und des Genusses. 
AUes iibrige ist Mittel zu diesem Ziel. 

Diese augustinischen Anregungen wurden sehr fruchtbar, bei 
ihrer eigentlich nur von ihm zu meisternden Kompliziertheit 
aber auch fiir die simpliciores unter seinen Schiilern AnlaB der 
Verwirrung. In zwei von ihnen konkretisiert sich Augustins 
systembildende Kraft, um dann — unter seinem Namen — eine 
besondere Wirksamkeit in der Fiiihscholastik zu entfalten. 
Augustin, der Synthetiker, wird also unmittelbar und mittelbar 
fiir die Fruhschola.stik von Bedeutung. 

2. Gennadius von Marseille und Fulgentius von Ruspe 

Zwei geistige Schuler Augustins, sagten wir, wurden zu beson- 
deren Vorbildem friihscholastischer Synthese, in der Weise freilich, 
daB ersterer in letzterem verschwindet. Gennadius von Marseille mit 
seinem Liber sive def initio ecclesiasticorum dogmatum und Fulgentius 
von Ruspe mit seinem Liber de fide ad Petrurn^ verklammem in be- 
sonderer Weise Patristik und Scholastik. Von ihnen her erhellt sich 
namlich das Geheimnis der beruhmten Summa Sententiarum und 
zahlreicher anderer Sentenzensammlungen der Friihscholastik. 

De Fide ad Petrum ist ein Gegenstuck zum Enchiridion Augu¬ 
stins, das dessen Freund Laurentius gilt. Petrus, ein Laie, bittet 
fiir seine von zahlreichen Haretikem gefahrdete Reise nach 
Jerusalem um ein kurzes Handbuch als geistige Rlistung (PL 
65,671 B). Waren die AngrifFe so stark gewesen wie die Be- 
fiirchtungen, so hatte der ,,Glypeus“ des Fulgentius gewiB zur 
Abwehr nicht ausgereicht. Er ist ganz aus abendlandischer, 
von Augustinus her bedingter Sicht geschrieben. Wie packt 
Fulgentius seine Aufgabe an? Um sicher zu gehen, naht er gleich- 
sam doppelt. Zuerst bringt er eine wenig libersichtliche lehrhafbe 
Darlegung und faBt dann das Ganze in kurze, einpragsame 
Regeln. Beides zusammengenommen verdeutlicht den Aufbau, 
der in auffalliger Weise mit dem AufriB des Gennadius zusammen- 
stimmt. Wir geben das gemeinsame Schema kurz wieder: 

^ Gennadius, Liber sive definitio ecclesiasticorum dogmatum, PL 68, 
979—1054; bier nach ed. 0. H. Turner, The Liber EccIesicMticorum dogmatum 
attributed to Gennadius, Journal of Theological Studies 7, 1906, 78—99; 
Supplenda, ibid. 8, 1907, 103—114. — Fulgentius Ruspensis, Liber de Fide ad 
Petrum seu de Regula verae fidei, PL 65, 671—706. 
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Fulobntius Gbnnadius 

A) Prolog: Uber den Glauben A) Credimus 

B) Der Glaubensinhalt 

I. Teil 

Der Gott des Heils Gott und Christus 

1. Der eine und dreifaltige Gott 1. Der eine und dreifaltige Gott (I) 

2. Christus, der mensohgewordene 2. DieMensohwerdungChristi—tiini- 

Sohn Gottes; sein Kreuzesopfer tarisoh betraohtet (II—V) 

3. Eschatologie (VI-VIIII) 

II. Teil 

Der Sohdpfer und seine Sohdpfung 

1 . Die Ersohaffung (aus niohts) von 1. Die Erschaffung 

Engel, Mensch und Welt von Welt, Engel, Mensch 

a) Die Engel und ihr FaU (X-XVIIII) 

b) Der Mensoh und sein Fall Der freie Mensch und sein Fall 

o) Eschatologie (XX) 

2. Die Heilmittel gegen die Siinde 2. Die Heilmittel gegen die Sunde 
(Erb- und Tatsiinde) und zur Er- 

langung des ewigen Lebens 

a) Die BuBe als Umkehr 

b) Die Sakramente (und die Ge- 

bote) Taufe, BuBe, Eucharistie, Taufe, Eucharistic, BuBe (XXI 

Ehe bis XXIII) 

Weitere Fragen: Gnade, Dbel, 

Seligkeit der Engel; Ehe und Ent- 
haltsamkeit, Jungfraulichkeit; 
Maria, die Jungfrau. 

3. Moralische, kirchenrechtliche, li- 
turgische Vorschriften. 

Die Eigenart dieses allem Anschein nach gemeinsamen Auf- 
risses der Glaubenslehre liegt darin, daQ die Inkamationslehre 
eine merkwiirdige Stellung hat. Sie wird zur ,,Theologia“, der 
Rede von Gott dem einen und dreifaltigen gezogen. Beide zu- 
sanimen werden — bei Fulgentius in echt augustinischer Weise 
verstarkt — unter das Credo, die Fides gestellt und als besonderer 
Inhalt des Glaubens bezeichnet. Was der zweite Teil entwickelt, 
wtirden die Griechen unter das Wort „Oikonomia“ stellen, wenn 
nicht deren Hohepunkt und SchluBstein herausgenommen und 
eben ungliicklicherweise einem anderen Bauabschnitt auf- 
gesetzt worden ware. Der griechische GrundriB des theologischen 
Gebaudes ist nicht bekannt und nicht verstanden. Daran ist 
sicher die augustinische Betonung des Credo oder der Fides 
schuld, der Gott und Christus als besondere Objekte zugeordnet 
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werden, wahrend die menschliche Geschichte und seine Welt 
wohl mehr als Gegenstand innerweltlicher Erfahrung genommen 
werden. Die neuplatonische Abhebung der Transzendenz von 
der Welt des Diesseits wirkt bier nach. Die theologisch auBer- 
ordentlich miBIiche Folge ist, daB das Christusgeschehen, die 
Soteriologie, fast kaum zur Darstellung komrat, jedenfalls nicht 
den ihr gebiihrenden Ort und Rahmen erhalt. Schopfung und 
Heilsgeschichte werden nicht in ihrer Einheit erkannt. Ein nicht 
sehr gliicklicher Entwurf, der aber wie kein anderer im 12. Jahr- 
hundert nachgeahmt wurde. Die Auswirkung der augustinischen, 
mittelbaren und unmittelbaren Anregungen auf die theologische 
Synthese der Friihscholastik sollen nun kurz zur Darstellung 
kommen. 


3. Augustinus, Gennadius-Fulgentius 
und die theologische Synthese der Frlih-Scholastik 

Wenn wir nach dem Entstehen der frtihscholastischen Syste- 
matik^ fragen, diirfen wir Anselm von Canterbury nicht iiber- 
gehen. GewiB hat er keine vollsttodige Dograatik verfaBt. Doch 


^ Das Werden der fruhscholastischen Systematik ist seit langem ein Pro¬ 
blem der Forschung. Alle bekannten Mediaevisten, wie M. Grabmann, A. M. 
Landgraf, 0. Lottin, H. Weisweiler, Fr. Stegmiiller, L. Ott, P. Glorieux u. a. 
sind auf ihre Weise daran beteiligt. Seit einiger Zeit werden synthetische Ver- 
suche zur Darstellung der fruhscholastischen Systematik gemacht. Zu nennen 
sind etwa Z. Alszeghy, Einteilung des Textes in mittelalterlichen Summen, 
Gregorianum 21, 1946, 25—62; R. Silvain, La tradition des sentences d’An- 
selme de Laon, in: Archives d’Histoire doctrinale et litt^raire du Moyen Age 
16, 1947, 1—62; H. does. La systematisation theologique pendant la premiere 
moitie du XII« si^cle, in: Ephemerides theologicae Lovanienses 34, 1958, 
277—329 (mit reichen'Materialangaben). Von den genannten Autoren greift 
keiner auf die Patristik zuriick, um die von dort kommenden Einfliisse zu er- 
forschen. Nur J. Beumer hat auf dem Gebiet der Methodik einen solchen Ver- 
such gemacht; Zwischen Patristik und Scholastik. Gedanken zum Wesen der 
Theologie an Hand des Liber de fide ad Petrum des hi. Fulgentius von Ruspe, 
in; Gregorianum 23, 1942, 326—347. Hier wird sogar hingewiesen auf die 
patristischen Gesamtdarstellungen der Theologie und auf Fulgentius von 
Ruspe, dessen Werk fiir uns von entscheidender Bedeutung ist. Zusammen- 
hange zwischen Patristik und Scholastik auf dem Gebiete der Systembildung 
werden aber darin nicht zum Thema gemacht. In unserer Studie wird vor 
allem hingewiesen auf den systembildenden Einfiufi von Gennadius-Fulgentius 
in der Fruhscholastik — freilich nur in sehr skizzenhafter Weise. Eine weitere 
Arbeit mit der genaueren Analyse der fruhscholastischen Systematik auf 
Gnmd der hier und in Scholastik 34, 1959, 526—566 erarbeiteten Zusammen- 
hange ist in Vorbereitung (erscheint in Scholastik). 
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ist in seinen Werken das Bestreben nach einer Gesamtschau un- 
verkennbar. Er liebt es, von besonderen Gesichtspunkten aus das 
Ganze der christlichen Lehre aufleuchten zu lassen. Sein Cur 
Deu8 homo ist dafiir ein Musterbeispiel. Schaut man seine Werke 
zusammen, so geht es darin um Gott und Christus, um den 
Menschen, um Sakrament imd Kirche. Im ersten Themenkreis 
sieht R. Seeberg das griechische Erbe wirksam, im zweiten die 
augustinische Inspiration und im dritten das germanische 
Element von Anselms Lehre. Diese Aufteilung mag dahingestellt 
sein. DaB Augustinus in Anselm lebte — wenn auch in bestimmten 
Punkten diskutiert und korrigiert, so etwa in der Erbsiinde- 
lehre — ist imbezweifelt. Anselm aber greifb nicht auf ein kon- 
kretes Werk Augustins zuriick, um sich etwa flir eine besondere 
Synthese inspirieren zu lassen, sondem auf dessen geistiges Gut 
einfachhin^. 

DaB aber von Bee und von Canterbury aus Anregungen zur 
Systembildimg ausgingen zeigt sich in dem weitverbreiteten 
Elucidarium des Honorius Augustodunensis^. Vom 12. bis zum 
15. Jahrhundert wiu’de es als theologisches Handbuch bentitzt 
(fiir Dogmatik, Moral und Pastoral), wenn es auch als Schulbuch 
bald verdrangt wurde. Trotz mancher Liicken bietet es die 
christliche Lehre nach einem festen AufriB. Methods und Form 
sind gepragt von der bekenntnismaBigen Aussage und nicht von 
einer problematisierenden Dialektik oder spekulativen Reflexion, 
wie sie bald gewisse Sentenzenwerke oder Summen bieten sollten. 
Da,s Urbild der Synthese ist fiir das Elucidarium noch das Aposto- 
lische Symbol, das aber zu einer Gesamtdarstellung erweitert 
wird, fiir die es vor dem 12. Jahrhundert kein Beispiel gibt. 
Die encyclopadistischen Sammlungen der Spanier des 7. Jahr- 
hunderts konnen damit nicht konkurrieren. 

Aufs Grobe gesehen, schlieBt sich an diesen Grundplan auch 
die Schule des Anselm von Laon, der gleichfalls zu Bee Schiiler 
des hi. Anselm gewesen war, an. Soweit er sich iiberhaupt heraus- 

^ Zur systemgeschichtlichen Bedeutung von Anselm von Canterbury vgl. 
R. Seeberg, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte III, Leipzig 1908, 195; Y. Le- 
fdvre, L'Elucidarium et les Lucidaires, Paris 1954, 225—228. 331; A. M. Land- 
graf, Introduccidn a la historia de la literatura teoldgica de la escoldstica in- 
cipiente, Barcelona 1956, 84—87. 

* Vgl. das eben zitierte Werk von Y. Lef^vre, das p. 103—190 eine genaue 
Analyse des Elucidarium bringt; femer H. Weisweiler, Das erste systematische 
Kompendium aus den Werken Anselms von Canterbury, Revue Benedictine 
60, 1938, 206-221. 
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kristallisieren lafit, nahert sich der AufriB dieser Schule am 
meisten von den bis jetzt besprochenen System-Entwiirfen dem 
griechischen Grundplan, da ihm eine ziemlich klare Scheidung 
in „Theologia“ und „Oikonomia“ zugrundeliegt. Doch ist zu 
beachten, dafi in den Sentenzen dieser Schule weithin die Trini- 
tatslehre fehlt^. Das Schema lautet etwa so: 

I. (Gott, der eine und dreifaltige) 

II. Ersohaffung (von Engel, Mensoh) und Siinde 

III. Heilmittel gegen die Siinde 

(Naturgesetz, Geschriebenes Gesetz, Mensohwerdung) 

IV. Sakramente. 

Die Christologie ist hier am rechten Platz. Natiirlich sind die 
Moglichkeiten ihrer systematischen Stellung, wie auch der 
Zusammenhang zur Trinitatslehre hin, wenig ausgebaut. Der 
Augustinismus auBert sich besonders in der Erbsundelehre, wel- 
che in dieser Form das 12. Jahrhundert wie ein dunkler Schatten 
iiberdeckt. Anselm von Canterbury und das Elnddarium konnten 
dagegen nicht aufkommen. 

Konkretere augustinische Systematik trefifen wir aber in ver- 
schiedenen anderen Schulen. Zunachst sei Peter Abaelard und 
seine Schule genannt. In der Theologie und Schule Abaelards 
spielten wohl das Enchiridion und die Doctrina Christiana Augu¬ 
stins eine besondere Rolle. Drei augustinische Themen tauchen 
hier immer wieder auf: Glaube, Liebe und Sakrament*. In dem 


^ Vgl. die edierten Texte bei Odon Lottin, Psychologie et Morale aux XIP 
et XIIP si^cles, Tome V: Probl^mes d’histoire litt^raire. L*4oole d’Anselme 
de Laon et de Guillaume de Champeaux, Gembloux 1959,178—183. Der Index 
des Werkes kann nur wenige trinitarisohe Texte angeben, und dies nur fur 
Wilhelm von Oh. (n. 236) und fur die „Sohule“ Anselms (nn. 282. 522). An- 
greifbar sind die Versuche zur Feststellung der Anselmianischen Systematik 
bei R. SUvain, La tradition des sentences d’Anselme de Laon, in: Archives 
d^Histoire doctrinale et litt^raire du Moyen Age 16, 1947—1948, 1—52, be¬ 
sonders 11—16. Er kombiniert verschiedene Traditionen die sorgfaltig zu 
scheiden sind. 

‘ Abaelards „Theologia ‘Summi boni’** und die „Theologia ^Christiana"* 
bringen keine Trinitatslehre. Anders die ,,Theologia *Scholarium"*. Hier 
findet sich als Einteilung das Temar: fides, charitas, sacramentum (PL 178, 
9810). In der Umstellung: Glaube (mit den Objekten „Gott** und ,,Gotte6 
6 c7i€/tc»a‘‘)—Sakrament—Liebe bildet es den Grundplan von „Sio et non" 
Ahnlich die Sententiae Florianenses aus der Schule Abaelards (ed. H. Ost- 
lender, Florilegium Patristicum 19, Bonn 1929, nn. 5. 29. 46); gewisse Um- 
stellungen werden gemacht in den Sententiae Parisienses (ed. A. Landgraf, 
Ecrits th6ologiques de T^cole d’Abelard, Louvain 1934). 
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Stichwort aacramentum durfen wir, wenn auch weitergebildet, 
den augustinischen ZeichenbegrifiF miteingeschlossen annehmen. 
Dem „Glauben“ wird die „Trinita8“ als Objekt zugewiesen, der 
Liebe die Morallehre. Die Sakramente treten als Zeichen des 
Hells hinzu. Doch machen sich innerhalb dieser Schule gewisse 
systematische Unsicherheiten bemerkbar, die sich vor allem an 
den BegrifF der beneficia heften. Auffallig ist, da6 die Lehre von 
der Erbsiinde, ein so wichtiges augustinisches und fruh-scho- 
lastisches Thema, praktisoh ansfallt oder wenigstens in den 
Hintergrund tritt. Die genannten drei Stichworte beherrschen 
die Synthese. 

Auf das augustinische Werk De doctrina Christiana greift 
von alien Theologen des 12. Jahrhunderts am deutlichsten 
zuriick Petrus Lombardus in seinen Libri IV Sententiarum. Ihm 
folgen naturgemaQ seine Kommentatoren. Zuerst wird mit 
Augustinus unterschieden zwischen rea (I.—III. Buch) und aigna 
(Sakramente) (IV. Buch). Die rea aber werden geschieden nach 
frui und uti : Gott, der Dreifaltige, schenkt sich zum GenuB (I), 
die Geschopfe sind gegeben zum „Gebrauch“ (II); Christus aber 
und die Tugenden fuhren die utilia ad fruibilia (III)^. M.-D. Chenu 
hat daftir die Bemerkung: „Verarmter Augustinismus, der nicht 
sehr tief geht“. Thomas verbindet mit diesem Schema seine 
Schau der Dinge, wie sie von Gott ausgehen und zu ihm zurtick- 
kehren*. 

Noch einmal spielten Anregungen Augustins eine Rolle und 
zwar in der mittelalterlichen Systematik Hugos von St. Viktor 
De Sacramentia chriatianae fidei^. Die hiatoria, die (Jeschichte mit 
ihren Epochen und Phasen wird zum Einteilimgs- und Deute- 
prinzip gemacht. Ein Wort Augustins liegt zugnmde: 

Huius rdigionis sectandae captU eet historia et propheiia dispen&ationis tempo¬ 
ralis divinae providentiae, pro salute generis humani^ in aeiemam vilam refor- 
mandi et reparandi^, 

Hugo will die series narralionum zum materialen Einteilungs- 
prinzip machen, um damit freilich das Formalprinzip aUe- 
gorischer Deutung zu verbinden. So sehr er durch das alle- 

^ Vgl. Petrus Lombardus, Sent. I d. 1 c. 2. 

* Vgl. Thomas Aquinas, In Sent. I d. 2 div. text. 

* Hugo Victor., De sacramentis christianae fidei, PL 176, 173—618 (mit der 
dort angegebenen Kapiteleinteilung). 

^ Augustinus, De vera religione 7, 13; PL 34, 128; vgl. M.-D. Chenu, La 
th^ologie au douzi^me si^ole, Paris 1957, 67, Anm. 4. 
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gorische Prinzip und das Stichwort historia mit Augustin (hier 
De doctrina Christiana [II 28,42—44]) verbunden ist, so wehrt 
sich Hugo doch gegen die ,,ungeschichtliche“ Genesisdeutung 
Augustins, der alles von den rationes aetemcLe aus betrachtet, und 
gegen die logizistisch-dialektische Entleerung der Geschichte 
durch Abaelard. Die Geschichte wird also fur die damalige Zeit 
ungewohnt ernst genommen. Damit wird die ,,Oikonomia“, 
unter die Hugo auch die Schopfung miteinbegreift^, zu miiber- 
greifenden systematischen Prinzip : 

Primus liber a principio muudi usque ad incamationem narrationis seriem 
ducit. Secundus liber ah incamaiione Verbi usque ad finem el consumrruUionem 
omnium ordine procedit*, 

Doch ist das okonomisch-geschichtliche Prinzip nicht rein 
durchgehalten, weil es eben nach der ganzen Vergangenheit der 
christlichen Tradition nicht durchzuhalten ist. Gotteslehre und 
alle anderen dogmatischen und moraltheologischen Fragen 
mtissen ihre Behandlung finden, auch wenn das Schema daflir 
nicht ausreicht. Dieses Prinzip gilt iibrigens fiir alle Sentenzen- 
werke, die der historischen Ordnung folgen, besonders fiir 
Robert von Melun, der seine Sentenzen um die zwei Stichworte 
gruppiert: creatio (conditio) und re-creatio (reparatio), ferner fiir 
Petrus von Poitiers, fiir Praepositinus von Cremona, zum Teil 
auch fiir die Schule Anselms von Laon und selbst fiir Petrus 
Lombardus. Fine besondere Synthese ist in der Summe quoniam 
homines des Alanus von Lille gegeben®. 

Wenn wir alle diese genannten Werke und Schulen der Friih- 
Scholastik zusammennehmen, so ist damit die Geschichte ihrer 
Systembildung noch keineswegs ganz erfaBt. Eine ganze Gruppe 
von Sentenzenwerken ist noch nicht erklart. Sie hat als repr^en- 
tativsten Typ die bekannte Summa Sententiarum^ aufzuweisen. 
Von ihr bis zu Fulgentius ist — wie bisher noch nicht bemerkt 

^ Hugo Victor., De vanitate mundi III; PL 176, 721C. 

* Hugo Victor., De sacramentis, PL 176, 173. 174. 371C. Vgl. Z. Alszeghy, 
Einteilung des Textes in mittelalterlichen Summen, Gregorianum 21,1956, 56. 

* P. Glorieux, La somme ,,Quoniam homines** d’Alain de Lille, Archives 
d’histoire doctrinaJe et litteraire du Moyen Age 20, 1953, 113—364. Alanus 
nimmt sich eine Einteilung in drei Bucher vor, die jedoch in den vorhandenen 
zwei Mss. nicht vollstandig durchgefiilirt ist. 1. Buch: de creatore; 2. B.: de 
creaturae creatione; 3. B.: de eiusdem recreatione. Vgl. P. Glorieux, a. a. 0. 
120, letzter Absatz; dazu p. 14f. 

* Summa Sententianim, PL 176, 41—174. 
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worden ist — eine eindeutige Verbindung gegeben^. Ihr Aufbau 
ist — von alien entwicklungsnotwendigen Ausweitungen ab- 
gesehen — nur von dorther zu erklaren. Wie Fulgentius hebt die 
Summa Sententiarum mit der Fides an, nach Augustins Enchi- 
ridion aber erganzt durch Spes und Charitas. Mit ihm stellt sie 
Trinitats- und Inkamationslehre unter das Leitwort und da- 
mit beide der Schopfungs- und (Erb-)Sundenlehre voran. Mehrere 
Fulgentiuszitate und textliche Ahnlichkeiten kommen hinzu, so 
daB von Fulgentius als der letzten Wurzel der Summa Senten- 
Hamm nicht mehr abgesehen werden kann. Kein Werk der 
Friihscholastik ist — aufs Ganze gesehen — ihm so verwandt wie 
die Summa Sententiarum. 

Freilich ist zu beachten, daB zwischen Fulgentius und der 
Summa Sententiamm noch andere Sentenzenwerke stehen, die in 
der Ausniitzung und Nachahmung des Bischofs von Ruspe schon 
vorausgegangen sind. Dazu gehoren — um hier nur die wichtigsten 
herauszugreifen — die erst in den letzten Jahrzehnten entdeckten 
und erst zum Teil herausgegebenen Sentenzensammlungen wie 
Deua summe, die Serdeniiae Berolinenses, die Sentential Varsa- 
vienaes^. Wir bringen als deutlichstes Beispiel eine Gegeniiber- 
stellung des einleitenden Kapitels von Deua aumme und dem ent- 
sprechenden Abschnitt aus Fulgentius, die beide von Gott 
dem Schopfer handeln: 

Fulobntius (PL 65, Deua aumme (Munchen Summa SerUenliarum II 

683 A-C) Clm 22307 fol. 86r) 1 (PL 176,79) 

(Alles auBer Gott ist aus 
dem Nichts geschaffen. 

... Ac aic univeraa ... 
opua atgue creaturam ea- 


^ Den detaillierten Nachweis siehe bei A. Grillmeier, Fulgentius von Ruspe, 
De Fide ad Petrum und die Summa Sententiarum, Scholastik 34, 1959, 
526-565. 

* ,,Deu8 summe atque ineffabiliter bonus.** Hss. sind angegeben bei 
H. Weisweiler, Scholastik 34 1959, 192f. — Sententiae Berolinenses, ed. 
Ft. Stegmiiller, Recherches de Th6ologie Ancienne et M6di6vale 11, 1939, 
33—61; Sententiae Varsavienses, Divus Thomas (Plac.) 45, 1942, 301—342; 
46, 1943, 375—384 (Nachtrage). Das Weiterwirken der in der Summa Senten¬ 
tiarum gegebenen Systematik hat schon M. Grabmann verfolgt: Scholastische 
Methode 11, 301—309. Vgl. auch einzelne Hinweise bei H. Cloes (oben S. 400 
Anm. 1). Die Abgrenzung der Systemgruppen in der Friihscholastik muB aber 
als Thema neu aufgenommen und mit dem Blick auf die Patristik durchgefuhrt 
werden. Der karolingischen Theologie muB dabei besondere Aufmerksamkeit 
geschenkt werden. 
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se sanclae Trinitatis, 
quae eat unua Deua re¬ 
rum omnium creator et 
Dominuay atiemuSy om- 
nipotena, iuatuay et bo- 
nuay habena naturaliter 
utaemper aity et ut mu- 
tari aliquando non poa- 

ait, Et hie Deuay qui Deua aummeatquein- Cum enim aummeho- 

aine initio aemper effabUiter bonuay ca- nua et perfecie beatua 

eaty quia aumme eaty rena initio atque fine aeternaliter esaety * 

dedit rebua a ae creatia ut licet immenaua atque in- 

aint: non tamen aine comprehenaibilia eaaety 

initioy quia nuUa crea- noluit eaae aolua 

tura eiuadem naturae eat 

cuiua eat Trinitaa unua 

verua et bonua Deuay a 

quo creata aunt omnia. 

Et quia aumme bonua 

eaty dedit omnibuanaturia aed cognoaci et amari vo- voluit aliquoa eaae 
(at. rebua) quaa fecit ut luity non ut atiquidaibi participea auae bea- 
bonae aint: non tamen conferret vet prodeaaety titudinia. 
tantum bonae quantum aed ut cognoacendoy lau- 
creator omnium bono- dandoy amandoy auae 
rumy qui non aolum beatitudinia aliquia 
aumme bonuay aed particepa fieri mere- 
etiam aummum atque retur. 
incommutabile bonum 
eat, quia aeternum bo¬ 
num eaty nvUum habena 
defectumy quia non ex ni- 
hilo factum: nuUum ha¬ 
bena profectumy quia non 
habet initium ... (Es 
kehren die Ausdriicke 
aine initio und aumme 
bonua wieder). 

Diese Verwandtschafb und Abhangigkeit zwischen Fulgentius- 
Deu8 Summe — Summa SerUentiarum, die sich im einzelnen fur 
die verwandten Sententiae Berolinensea und Varsavienses mehr 
Oder minder mitergibt, weist damit eine neue Quelle friihscho- 
lastischer Systembildung auf und fordert eine neue Gruppierung 
der Sentenzenwerke des 12. Jahrhunderts. GewiB mlissen wir 
dabei immer im einzelnen uberpriifen, ob Fulgentius unmittelbar 
benutzt wurde oder uber Ausztige zuganglich war. Ivo von Char¬ 
tres hat in seinem Decretum die Regulae des Fulgentius ganz, in 
seiner Panormia teilweise tibemommen. Auch Abaelard bringt 
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eine Anzahl Yon Flores aus Fulgentius, welche die Summa Senlen- 
tiarum eingehend diskutiert, aber dock wohl an wichtigen 
Stellen unmittelbar am Originalwerk nachgepruft hat^. Andere 
Quellen kommen hinzu, welche zur endgultigen Form der Summa 
SerUenliarum beigetragen haben, der Trinitatstraktat Walters 
von Mortagne, Hugo von St. Viktor, die sogenannten Sentenliae 
Auaelmi. Bei allem Fortschritt der Theologie, bei alien Um- 
stellimgen und Zugaben bleibt aber die Systematik des Fulgen- 
tius-Gennadius maBgebend. 

Damit ist der Nachweis erbracht, daB die friihscholastische 
Systematik wenigstens zu einem guten Teil nicht erst ein Werk 
des 12. Jahrhunderts ist. Die „Ursentenzen“ sind schon in der 
patristischen Zeit zu suchen. Die Vater haben nicht nur theolo- 
gische Ideen und Einzelsentenzen gegeben, sondem auch Sche¬ 
mata ftir die theologische Synthese geboten. Der Zusammenhang 
von Patristik und Scholastik ist enger als man bisher ange- 
nommen hat. Es ist ein kontinuierlicher tJbergang. Wie die 
Vater am Symbolum weitergebaut haben, so baut die Vor- und 
Fruhscholastik an den Grundrissen der Vater weiter und in- 
spiriert sich selber immer wieder an Schrift und Symbol. Freilich 
ist hier Augustinus mit seinen geistigen Schiilem maBgebend. 
Die Geschichte der fruhscholastischen Synthese ist ein beson- 
deres, bisher zu wenig beachtetes Kapitel des Augustinismus. Wie 
Fulgentius der Augustinus abhreviatus^ genannt wird, so sind 
zahlreiche finihscholastische Werke des 12. Jahrhunderts eine 
Wiederauffullung dieser abbreviatio mit augustinischem, abend- 
landischem und mehr und mehr auch mit griechischem Gut. 
Doch ist daraus allein das Werden der Summen des 13. Jahr¬ 
hunderts nicht zu erklaren. Die friihscholastische und auch die 
patristische Systematik ist daflir noch zu „auBerlich“. Aber 
schon sind die gestaltenden und sammelnden Krafte am Werk, 
die schlieBlich Gestalt annehmen in dem Sentenzenwerk eines 
Petrus Lombardus, in der Summe des Praepositinus von Cremo¬ 
na, der neben dem Lombarden bis zur Hochscholastik am meisten 
zitiert wird, und endlich in der Summa theologica des hi. Thomas 
von Aquin. Wilhelm von Auxerre aber ist es, der den neuen 
Summentyp geschaffen hat, dem die Zukunft gehoren sollte. 
Jedes einzelne Datum der OfiFenbarung wird zur qiuiestio gemacht 


^ Vgl. A. Grillmeier, a. a. 0. (Anm. 24) 661—664. 

* Vgl. H. Marrou, Saint Augustin et TAugustinisme, Paris o. J., 166. 
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und nach alien Figuren der SchluQfolgerung behandelt. Die 
Theologie, dabei leider zu sehr vom je neuen und unmittelbaren 
Kontakt mit der Schrift gelost, wird zu einem Organismus, der 
sich nach den Gesetzen der aristotelischen Scientia entfaltet. Mit 
diesem neuen Summentyp verglichen, wirken die friihscholasti- 
schen Sentenzenwerke nach Art der Summa Senteniiarum noch 
wie Zeugnisse der patristischen Ara^. 

^ Eine vorziigliche Darstellong dieser Entwicklong gibt M.-D. Chenu, La 
theologie au douzidme si^cle; vgl. A. Grillmeier, Vom Symbolum zur Summa 
in: Kirche und Uberlieferung, Festschrift J. R. Geiselmann, Freiburg 1960, 
119-169. 
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L’image de la Trinitd dans rdme chez Yictorinus et ehez 

saint Augustin 

P. Hadot, Vitry-sur-Seine 


Le de trinitate de saint Augustin est un livre qui a oriente 
d’une manifere nouvelle et decisive la pensee theologique et 
philosophique de I’Occident. En cherchant, dans la structure de 
la puissance intellectuelle de I’&me, Timage de la Trinite, Au¬ 
gustin n’a paa seulement fonde la doctrine des relations et la 
theologie du Verbe, il n’a paa seulement donne k toute la mysti¬ 
que occidentale la psychologie qui lui permettrait d’exprimer ses 
experiences, il a aussi revele en quelque sorte k toute la pensee 
occidentale une interiorite spirituelle qu’un Descartes ou un 
Husserl chercheront k retrouver en pensant k saint Augustin. 

Le de trinitate est done un moment decisif de I’histoire de la 
pensee. Mais de tels moments decisifs sont toujours prepares par 
les mouvements intellectuels, les pressentiments, les recherches 
de toute une epoque. Je voudrais ici, k propos d’une doctrine 
precise^ contribuer k situer le de trinitcUe d’Augustin, par rapport 
aux courants de pensee, dans lesquels il a pu prendre naissance. 
Je procederai pour cela k une comparaison entre la doctrine 
augustinienne de I’image de la Trinite dans I’&me et une doctrine 
tout k fait analogue que Marius Yictorinus, soixante ans avant 
Augustin, avait exposee dans son adversua Arium. Yictorinus, 
lui aussi, avait cherche dans I’ame, I’image de la Trinite, e’est-i- 
dire un type de structure temaire et de multiplicite consub- 
stantielle^. La structure de I’ame lui etait apparue comme une 
image capable de lui permettre une meilleure comprehension du 
mystfere de la consubstantialite et, en retour, le modfele divin 
lui avait permis de mieux comprendre la structure de I’&me. Les 
ressemblances et les differences entre I’expose de Yictorinus 


^ P. Henry, The adversus Arium of Marius Yictorinus, the first systematic 
exposition of the doctrine of the Trinity, Journal of Theological Studies, 
NS I (1950), p, 42-^5, a d4j4 signal^, p. 54, la possibility de cette comparaison. 
27 StudU PatrisUca VI 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



410 


P. Hadot 


et celui d’Augustin seront faciles k mettre en valeur. U sera plus 
difficile de determiner le rapport exact qui existe entre eux. Vic- 
torinus est-il le modfele d’Augustin? Puisent-ils tons deux 4 une 
source commune? Si nous ne pouvons repondre avec certitude 4 
ces questions, du moins aurons-nous, dans notre recherche, 
precise les traits de la doctrine philosophique qu’ils utilisent. 

/. La doctrine de Victorinua 

C’est le recit biblique (Gen. 1,26) de la creation de Thomme qui 
invite Victorinus 4 chercher dans r4me une image de laTrinite: 
«Faisons Thomme 4 notre image et 4 notre ressemblancei. Cha- 
que mot 4 son importance: 

tFaisonsf suppose que Dieu s’adresse k nn coop^rateur, n^cessairement au 
Christ. £t Dieu dit: «Selon Timagef. Done rhomme n*est pas Timage de 
Dieu, mais il est selon Timage. Car seul J^us est image de Dieu, mais 
rhomme est selon Timage, o*est*A-dire image de Timage. Mais il est dit 
encore: «Selon notre image.t Done P^re et Fils sont une seule image ... 
Comme c*est une question bien vaste de savoir au sujet de qui Dieu a dit: 
«Faisons Thom me selon notre image», il nous faut admettre pour Tinstant 
qu*il Skagit de Vkme de Thomme ... seule T&me est selon Timage et selon la 
ressemblance. Nous disons que le Christ est Timage de Dieu; or il est le Logos. 
Nous disons done que Vkme est selon Timage de Dieu quand nous disons qu*elle 
est rationnelle; car Vkme n’est pas le Logos, mais elle est rationnelle. Et parce 
que le Christ est totalement vie, et que Vkme vit parce qu'elle a la vie pour 
substance, Vkme est done selon Timage de Dieu. Mais le Christ est image de 
Dieu. 

Mais comment interpreter ceci: «Selon la ressemblanceT» ... C’est 
une chose d'etre «selon Timaget, car I’image est substance, une autre chose 
d'etre «selon la ressemblance», car la ressemblance n'est pas substance, mais 
un terme qui denote proprement la qualite dans la substance. Mais nous con- 
cevons comme une substance, aussi bien Dieu que I'image, c'est>A-dire le Christ. 
Par contre, nous entendons «perfection» comme un terme qui n'a de signifi¬ 
cation que dans I'ordre du qualifie. Et si «semblable» designs quelque chose de 
qualifie, il s'ensuit necessairement que, puisque nous disons que I'Ame est 
rationnelle et parfaitement rationnelle, e'est tselon la ressemblance* de la per¬ 
fection qui est en Dieu que nous disons que I'Ame est parfaite. Elle est done 
«selon I'image*, maintenant, en ce monde; mais elle sera ensuite tselon la 
ressemblance*, par la foi en Dieu et en J^sus-Christ, telle qu'elle aurait M si 
Adam n'avait pas p4ch6. Ainsi, en tant qu'elle est rationnelle, elle est, par 
rapport k la raison, tselon I'image*; en tant qu'elle doit dtre parfaite, elle est 
tselon la ressemblance*. C'est done une chose d'etre «image*, une autre d'dtre 
«selon I'image*, et bien plus encore, une autre d'etre tselon la ressemblance*^. 

^ Adversus Arium 120, 3 (chapitres et lignes de ration Henry, traduction 
Hadot, Paris 1960), PL 8,1053 c: Faciamus cooperaiori dicit, necessario Christo. 
Et secundum imaginem dicit. Ergo homo non imago dei, sed secundum imagincm. 
Solus enim Jesus imago dei, homo autem secundum imagincm^ hoc est imago 
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Ce n’est pas ici le lieu de montrer tout ce que cette exegfese du 
r6cit biblique doit A la riche tradition que representent Philon, 
Clement d’Alexandrie et Origfene^. Victorinus, en bon logicien, 
explique clairement ces distinctions. Les categories d’Aristote* 
definissent le semblable comme un propre de la qualite. II 
faut done distinguer dans TAme un ordre de la substance, ce 
sera Tordre du «selon rimages et un ordre de la qualite, ce sera 
le domaine propre du «8elon la ressemblances. Selon la substance 
et selon Timage, I’Ame est rationnelle, elle est vie, elle est mou- 
vement par soi-m6me; autrement dit, e’est par sa definition 
mAme qu’elle est image du Logos, et cette image est inamissible. 
Au contraire, selon la qualite et selon la ressemblance, I’&me est 
plus ou moins parfaite. L’ordre de la ressemblance correspond A 
I’ordre de I’activite: TAme pent pecher et perdre la ressemblance, 
elle pent aussi se convertir, croire en Dieu et en J^sus-Christ, et 
retrouver alors la ressemblance. Image du Logos, I’Ame sera 
parfaite si elle agit selon sa nature originelle, e’est-A-dire 
si elle reproduit I’activite parfaite du Logos. L’«homme A Timages 
dont parle la GenAse ne se reduit d’ailleurs pas, pour Victorious, 
A I’Ame seule. Ce n’est pas seulement celle-ci qui est A I’image du 

imaginis. Sed dicU: secundum imaginem nostram. Ergo et pater et fUius 
imago una ... MuUa cum sit quaestio de quo dixeriti faciamus hominem 
iuxta imaginem nostram^ concedendum nunc quod de anima hominis . . . 
ipsa enim sola est iuxta imaginem dei et iuxta similitudinem, Imaginem 
dicimus esse dei, Christum; ipsum autem, A6yov. Iuxta imaginem ergo 
dei, animam dicimus, raJtwncXem dicentes; non enim Idyog anima, sed 
rationalis, Et quod totum vita Christus, anima autem vivit quod vitam 
substantiam habet, iuxta imaginem ergo dei anima, Christus autem imago dei. 
Quid autem inteUegimus hoc: iuxta similitudinem f ... Aliud igitur est iuxta 
imaginem esse, quod quidem substantia est, aliud autem iuxta similitudinem esse, 
quod non est substantia, sed in substantia nomen qualitatis declarativum. Sed 
sicuti deum, sic et imaginem, hoc est Christum, substantiam accepimus, Perfec- 
tionem autem iuxta quale significativum inteUegimus, Et si simile quale significat, 
necessario, quoniam dicimus animam ratiomdem esse et perfecte rationalem, 
iuxta similitudinem perfectionis in deo perfectam esse dicimus animam, Iuxta 
imaginem ergo nunc et in mundo, iuxta similitudinem autem postea,fide in deum 
et in lesum Christum, qualis esset futura si Adam non peccasset. In quo igitur 
rationalis est, ad rationem iuxta imaginem est; in quo ftUura perfecta est, secun¬ 
dum similitudinem, Aliud igitur imaginem esse et aliud iuxta imaginem et magis 
aliud iuxta similitudinem, 

' C5f. H. Merki, ^QMOIQLIL SEQ, Von der platonischen Angleichung an 
Gott zur Gk)ttahnlichkeit bei Gregor von Nyssa, Fribourg (Suisse) 1962. Note 
excellente dans M. Mellet et Th. Camelot, Saint Augustin, La Trinity, 1.1, 
Paris 1955, p. 689—591. 

* Aristote, categ. VIII11 a 16. 

27* 


Digitized by 


Google 



412 


P. Hadot 


Logos, c’est aussi le corps humain^; mais on me permettra de 
laisser ici de cote cette doctrine qui exigerait, pour §tre convena- 
blement exposee, de trop longs developpements. 

«Selon notre images dit le recit biblique. Augustin* s’appuiera 
sur ce texte pour voir en Tame I’image de la Trinite: ♦Cette 
image, dira-t-il, ne se reffere paa au Fils, image parfaite du P6re, 
sinon Dieu ne dirait pa« ^4 notre image». Comment ♦notre», en 
effet, puisque le Fils n’est I’image que du Pfere?» L’interpretation 
de Victorinus que nous avons lue tout 4 I’heure est plus subtile: 
pour lui, c’est en tant qu’image de cette image qu’est le Logos, 
que Tame sera image de la Trinite. Autrement dit, c’est dans la 
mesure oil le Logos manifesto la structure trinitaire de I’^tre 
divin, que Tame, image du Logos, est elle-m§me image de cette 
structure trinitaire. Nous retrouvons ici I’etroite liaison dej4 
signalee entre la substance et I’image. Augustin a tendance 4 
confondre les notions d’image et de ressemblance. L’image, pour 
lui, est une copie d’un modfele. Pour Victorinus, I’image fait en 
quelque sorte partie de la substance; autrement dit, pour lui, 
I’dtre est essentiellement double, il est lui-m6me et sa definition, 
lui-mSme et sa propre manifestation: I’image est une sorte de 
dedoublement qui est essentiel 4 I’dtre*. II en resulte, que, dans 
le monde intelligible, substance et image s’impliquent mutuelle- 
ment: la substance est dej4 image, I’image est encore substance^. 
Ainsi, nous dit Victorinus®, Dieu a dit: ♦Selon notre images, 
parce que Pfere et Fils sont une seule image.! Nous touchons ici 
pour la premiere fois 4 la doctrine trinitaire de Victorinus. Pour 
lui, le Pfere, auquel il reserve le nom de Dieu, est la substance, 
le Fils est I’image de cette substance, son Logos, sa definition, sa 
revelation. En vertu de I’implication mutuelle de la substance et 
de I’image on peut dire que la Pfere est dej4 image, c’est-4-dire 
que la substance est dej4 determinee et definie en puissance. P^re 
et Fils sont done une seule image, une seule image qui est en 
puissance dans le P^re, en acte dans le Fils. Quand Dieu dit: 
♦Faisons Thomme 4 notre image!, cela veut done dire, pour 


^ Marius Victorinus, adv. Ar. I 64. 

* Augustin, de trin. VII 6,12; traduction Mellet-Camelot. 

‘ Marius Victorinus, explan, in Cicer. rhetor. 1 2; Halm (Rhetores latini 
minores), p. 165, 32: Omne perfectum honum ,.. duohtLS ad plenum constat^ re 
ipsa et specie atque imagi-ne sui. 

* C5f. Marius Victorinus, adv. Ar. I 20, 7—23. 

* Adv. Ar. I 20, 7-8. 
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Victorinus, que le Pfere s’adresse au Fils pour lui dire: «Faisons 
rhomme selon I’unique image, que nous sommes tous deux, de 
Tunique substance que je suis*, et cela revient finalement & ire: 
4 Fai 8 ons Thomme k I’image du Logos que tu es et que je suisi. 
L’&me est done I’image propre du Logos, e’est-i-dire du Fils, et 
elle n’est image de la Trinite que parce que le Logos, grace k 
Tunite de la substance, a en lui-m6me la Trinite: comme chacun 
des Trois, il est les Trois. 

Victorinus nous le dit explicitement; pour comprendre son 
texte, il suffira de nous rappeler qu’il essaie de formuler le myst^re 
trinitaire, en utilisant la triade fetre-vie-pensee, le Pfere corres- 
pondant k Tfitre, le Fils, k la vie, TEsprit-Saint, k la pensee: 

«S'il en est ainsi, notre kme est Timage* de Dieu et du Seigneur J4sus- 
Christ. Si en effet le Christ est vie et Logos, il est Timage de Dieu, image dans 
laquelle on voit Dieu le P^re; c*est-A-dire que, dans la vie, on voit I’dtre ... Et 
si le Christ est vie et que Tacte de vivre est le Logos, si la vie elle-mSme est 
identique k Tdtre et que T^tre, o'est le Pdre, et encore une fois, si la vie est cela 
mSme qu’est le penser, e’est-^-dire TEsprit-Saint, tous ceux-ci sont trois, en 
chacun sont les trois, et les trois sont un, et, un mot, ils sont absolument con- 
substantiels. Si done T&me, en tant qu*&me est k la fois dtre de T&me, et vivre 
et penser, T&me, comme image de Fimage, est done les Trois de la triade d*en 
haut^.» 

Repetons-le k la suite de Victorinus, e’est en tant qu’image de 
rimage, e’est-i-dire en tant qu’image du Logos, que Tame est 
les Trois, e’est-^-dire qu’elle est fitre, vivre et penser comme 
le Pere, le Fils et I’Esprit-Saint. 

Victorinus considferera done Tame, tantot comme I’image du 
Logos pris en sa substance, e’est-it-dire en son unite avec le 
Pfere et I’Esprit-Saint, done comme 6tre, vivre et penser, tantot 
comme I’image du Logos pris en son hypostase, e’est-i-dire 
en ce qu’il est proprement, done comme detoition, acteetmouve- 
ment substantiels de I’^tre divin. 

Selon la premifere consideration. Tame est done €tre, vivre et 
penser, comme la Trinite. Mais comme la Trinite, elle est consti- 

^ Adv. Ar. I 63, 7; PL 8, 1087 c: Si istud est, anima nostra iuxta imaginem 
est del et domini lesu Christi, Si enim Christus vita et Adyog est, imago est dei, in 
qua imagine perspicitur pater deus, hoc est quod est esse, in vita. Hoc est enim 
imago, ut dictum. Et si est Christus vita, quod est auXem vivere, hoc est }^yog, 
ipsa autem vita hoc est quod est esse, hoc autem quod esse, pater est et, si rursus 
ipsa vita hoc est quod inteUegere, id autem est sanctus spiritus, et tria ista sunt 
omnia et in unoquoque tria et unum tria et omnino 6/wovaia. Si igitur anima, 
secundum quod anima est, et animae esse est et vivere et inteUegere. tria ergo, 
superioris triados anima est, ut imago imaginis. 
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tuee de deux dyades, d’une part la substance et son Logos, 
d’autre part, au sein de Tunique Logos de la substance, la vie et 
la pensee. En effet, nous retrouvons ici le dedoublement essentiel 
k Vktre que nous avons dej4 rencontre. L’&me est une substance 
incorporelle, nous dit Victorinus^. Mais, en tant mkme que sub¬ 
stance, elle a necessairement une image et une definition de 
soi, en un mot, im Logos qui la revfele et la manifeste. Ceci corres¬ 
pond dans la Trinite k la distinction entre le P6re et le Fils, 
c’est-4-dire entre Dieu et son Logos. Pour Victorinus, en effet, 
le P6re est la substance divine: il est Dieu et il est Tetre. Le 
Fils est la definition dynamique de la substance divine, c’est-4- 
dire son mouvement, son actuation et sa revelation. Dans T&me, 
cette definition de la substance, ce Logos de T&me, c’est sa puis¬ 
sance vivante et pensante. Autrement dit, dans Tame comme dans 
la Trinite, le Logos est double en un unique mouvement, il est 
vie et intelligence. Victorinus insiste fortement sur cette double 
dyade, qui se retrouve dans la Trinite et dans Tame: 

«De mSme que le P^re est Stre, tandis que le Fils est double, mais double 
en son mouvement et en son acte, de mSme T&me en tant qu*&me est oomme 
la puissance paternelle, tandis que vivifioation et pensee sont toutes deux en 
un mouvement*.* 

Ainsi, en tant que substance incorporelle, T&me est 6tre; 
en tant que cette substance incorporelle se definit elle-m6me, 
elle est, en un seul mouvement, vie et pensee. 

«L’&me est une seule et mSme chose, comme sujet, en tant qu’elle vit et 
qu'elle vivifie, et en tant qu'elle pense et qu’elle est intelligence, par un mouve> 
ment qui est un, oomme elle-mdme est une, mouvement unique qui est la speci¬ 
fication de r&me. Car elle est definie par son mouvement; eUe est ainsi on seul 
existant, done d’une double puissance, celle de la vie, oelle de Tintelligenoe, 
qui s’actue en un unique mouvement*.* 

C’est exactement la Trinite selon Victorinus: le Pfere est la 
substance; quant au Fils et k TEsprit-Saint, ils sont im imique 
mouvement de cette substance unique; leur distinction au sein de 


^ Adv. Ar. I 32, 27; PL 8, 1065 a: anima, substantia incorporalis quae sit, 
definitionem et imaginem habet, vitatem poterUiam et intellegentMem. 

* Adv. Ar. 1 63, 24; PL 8, 1088 a: Et sicuti pater esse est, fitius auJtem duo, 
sed in motu et in actu, sic anima tn eo quod anima ut potentia patrica, vivificatio 
autem et inteUegentia in motu, 

* Adv. Ar. I 32, 32; PL 8, 1066 b; id ipsum cum sit secundum subiectum 
anima, iuxta quod vivit et vivificat, et iuxta quod inteUegit et inteUegentia est, una 
motione, ut una ipsa cum sit, quae species est ipsius. Definitur enim motione et 
exsistit unum 6v, duplici potentia, in uno motu exsistente, vitae et inteUegentiae. 
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cet unique mouvement provient des differentes orientationB de 
ce mouvement: vers Texterieur, dans la vie, qui est propre au 
Logos lui-m5me, vers Tinterieur, dans la pensee, qui est propre k 
I’Esprit-Saint. 

En quoi consistera done la consubstantialite? Comme le 
Logos, Fils et Esprit-Saint, est consubstantiel au Pfere, ainsi le 
Logos de r&me, vie et pensee, sera consubstantiel k T^tre de 
r&me, c’est-A-dire k I’&me prise en tant que sujet. Mais pour oom- 
prendre cette consubstantialite du Logos de T&me k T&me elle- 
m§me, il faut distinguer deux etats du Logos de T&me: un etat de 
preexistence potentielle au sein de V&tre de T&me et un etat 
d’actuation et de manifestation. Quand vie et pens6e n’ont pas 
d’objet different d’elles, elles sont confondues avec Tfitre de 
Tame. Au contraire, lorsqu’elles se toument vers un objet exteri- 
eur, elles se distinguent de V&tre de r&me; & ce moment la vie se 
communique au corps et la pensee se met k connaitre des objets 
qui lui sont exterieurs, inferieurs & elle, si elle utilise la sensation, 
superieurs k elle, si elle se tourn evers les intelligibles. Ce qui fonde 
la consubstantialite, c’est le premier etat, c’est-&-dire cet ^t 
de preexistence potentielle au sein de T&tre, qu’il faut concevoir 
comme un etat d’interiorit6 totale, de conversion parfaite vers 
soi-mSme, d’independance absolue k regard de tout objet. 

«Cela mdme qui est Pdtre de r&me est pour elle en m&me temps se mouvoir 
et &tre en mouvement, et ce qui est en mouvement, cela est vie, et oe qui est 
vie, cela est intelligence. Car ces ohoses sont substantielles, je veux dire: les 
mouvements, la vie, Fintelligenoe et j’exclue par \k les mouvements senribles 
et le d^placement dans Fespace. Ces deux done: la vie et Fintelligenoe sont 
consubstantiels k F&tre, c’est-&-dire k F&me^.t 

Ou encore: 

«L’&me, en tant qu’&me, est, par son &tre mdme, donneuse de vie et d*in- 
telligence, poss4dant celles-ci rassembl4es consubstantielles dans Funit&, avant 
que ne s'exerce Facte de pens6e*.» 

C’est bien ainsi que Victorinus con 9 oit la consubstantialite 
dans la Trinite. Le Logos, Fils et Esprit-Saint, est consubstantiel 

1 Adv. Ar. I 32, 44; PL 8, 1065 b: Hoc enim ipaius quod est esse, ipsi est 
moveri et motionem esse, et quod est motio, hoc vita est, et quod vita est, hoe est 
inteUegentia. Ista enim substantialia, dico: motiones, vitam, inteUegentiam, 
nvUam dicens sensibilium motionum, nec in locum transitum. Duo ergo haec, vita 
et inteUegentia, dpoovoia sunt ei quod est esse, hoc est animae, 

* Adv. Ar. I 63, 18; PL 8, 1087d: Est enim, iuxta quod anima est, in eo 
quod est esse, et vitam dans et inteUegentiam, ante inteUegere simul habens ista 
dfioo^aui in uno. 
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k Dieu, o’est-A-dire au Pfere, parce que le Logos pr^xiste, en un 
etat d’interiorite totale, au sein du P6re. 

Vie et pensee sont done consubstantielles k Tfitre de r4me, 
c’est-^-dire que T^tre de Tame, sa substance possMe, en elle 
la vie et la pensee, ou mieux encore, que T&me est vie et pensee 
dans un etat transcendant de conversion vers soi. Ceci est extr6- 
mement important, parce que c’est seulement k cet etat de 
consubstantialite du Logos de T&me au sein de TStre de T&me 
que correspond, pour Victorinus, la formule biblique: iFaisons 
I’homme k notre image». L’&me est rimage», en son 6tre, en sa 
substance, pour ainsi dire, immobile. Lorsque le Logos de I’ame 
se met en mouvement, c’est-&-dire lorsque sa puissance vivante 
et pensante se toume vers les objets. Tame est toujours Timage 
du Logosf en sa substance, mais elle est ou elle n’est pas la 
ressemblance» dans son activit^^. Si elle se perd dans le sensible, 
elle n’est plus la ressemblance»; mais elle pourra retrouver 
cette ressemblance justement parce qu’elle est ik Timage^, o*est- 
4-dire, comme le dit Victorinus lui-m6me, «parce que F&me, 
demeurant immobile quant k sa substance, conserve, en la se- 
mence du mouvement qui est en elle, la puissance de la vie et de 
Tintelligencef*. 

L’&me est done, en son 6tre m6me, vie et pensee. Et vie et 
pensee, confondues avec son §tre, lui sont consubstantielles. 
Mais r&me ne garde pas ce Logos cache en elle. Elle Tengendre, 
comme le P&re engendre son Fils, qui est k la fois Logos et Es- 
prit-Saint. La generation du Logos de Tame, e’est son actuation, 
sa mise en mouvement. En des lignes assez obscures^, mais qui 
s’eclairent un peu k Taide de textes parallfeles, Victorinus nous 
decrit cette actuation progressive, cette distinction entre I’fitre 
et la vie et la pensee en acte. Le mouvement, en une premifere 
puissance, est vie. Autrement dit, la vie est la premifere deter¬ 
mination, la premifere autodefinition de Tfitre de Tame. Mais la 

^ Adv. Ar. I 63, 27; PL 8, 1088 a: Ista ergo, esse animae, iuxta imagifiem 
patris et filii, sic autem esse, iuxta simUitudinem, 

* Adv. Ar. I 32, 73; PL 8, 1065d: Manet anima iuxta suhstantiam custo- 
diens in semine motionis potentiam vitae et inteUegentiae, 

* Adv. Ar. I 32, 50; PL 8, 1065 b: Quae duo, una est motio. Quae quidem 
prima potentia vita est. Forma enim, eo quod est esse, vita est. Definit enim infi¬ 
nitum esse quod est prima potentia motionis. Secunda autem potentia, ipsa 
motio, quoniam, quod definitur, et inteUegentia conprehenditur, a vita innata 
inteUegentia, substantia quae sit iuxta quod est inteUegentia et subsistens, et per 
semet ipsam deducta a substantia vitae. 


Digitized by v^ooQle 



Victorinus et Augustin 


417 


vie elle-mSme, en se definissant elle-m6me, ach^ve son mouve- 
ment dans rintelligence qui comprend et saisit ce qui a ete defini. 
On pent comprendre cette description de la generation du Logos 
de TAme, comme une sorte de prise de possession de soi-meme: 
formation de soi-meme dans la vie, saisie de soi-mSme dans 
rintelligence. Les developpements par lesquels Victorinus decrit 
la generation du Logos etemel^ peuvent nous aider k interpreter 
de cette manifere les lignes obscures et concises qu’il consacre k 
la generation du Logos de T&me. D’une maniere generale, il 
con 9 oit la generation comme une autoposition, une autogene¬ 
ration des puissances primitivement confondues avec I’etre. 

L’etre de T&me, sa substance originelle, imite done la fecondite 
de retre du Pfere, qui, lui aussi, par la surabondance de sa puis¬ 
sance, permet k la vie et k la pensee qui sont confondues avec 
lui, de se poser elles-mfimes, de s’engendrer elles-memes. Cette 
notion d’autogeneration permet de satisfaire k deux imperatifs 
dogmatiques: en premier lieu, la generation n’entraine aucun 
mouvement dans Tetre patemel, qui reste impassible; en second 
lieu, vie et pensee ne sont pas de simples actes de la substance; 
elles ont im caract^re hypostatique, e’est-A-dire qu’elles s’appro- 
prient la substance patemelle d’une maniAre autonome et par un 
mouvement qui leur est propre. Victorinus souligne ces deux 
aspects: impassibilite de Tengendrant, caractAre hypostatique 
de Tengendre, dans la description qu’il nous donne de la gene¬ 
ration du Logos de T&me: 

«Ce8 deux (e’est-A-dire vie et pensee) sont un en un seul mouvement; ils 
sont le Fils unique de T&me, qui, en tant qu*elle est &me, ne subit aucune pas¬ 
sion. C*est r&me qui est mdre, ou pere, si Ton veut, du Fils unique, tandis que 
le mouvement proodde en une double puissance qui est seule A subir les pas¬ 
sions *.» 

Quant au caractAre hypostatique de la vie et de la pensee 
il est ainsi decrit: 

«L’&me, en tant qu*Ame ... possAde vie et intelligence, rassembl6es, con- 
substantielles dansTunit^, avantques’exerceTactedepensAe; et pourtant, ces 
trois (e’est-A-dire TStre, la vie, la pens^ de TAme) sont individuAs, existant en 
quelque sorte chacun en sa propre substance, sans Atre s^par^s par coupure, 


1 Cf. adv. Ar. I 62; I 42. 

’ Adv. Ar. I 32, 57; PL 8, 1065c: Unum haec duo et unum iuxta motum, 
fUius est unigenitus animae, nihil passionis patientis iuxta quod anima est. Hoc 
autem est vel mater vel pater unigeniti fUii, motione in duplicem potentiam proce- 
derUe quae sola patitur. 
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division, ^coulement, extension ou enfantement; non, ils sont 6temellement 
trois chacun existant r6ellement dans Tautre qui existe r^ellement, et tout oela 
substantiellement. Done r&me est selon Fimage^.f 

Mais, k partir du moment oil le Logos de Tame est engendre, 
e’est-i-dire oil la vie et la pensee sont autonomes, exercent leur 
activite propre, vie et pensee risquent de subir des empdohe- 
ments dans leur activite: autrement dit, Tautonomie comporte 
un risque de chute, de passion, d’imperfection. On sort de Tordre 
impassible de T^tre, pour entrer dans Tordre de la qualite qui 
admet les contraires, les passions, les alterations, la perfection et 
Timperfection. Ainsi, quand la vie et la pensee de I’&me exercent 
leur activite, T&me, en tant qu’elle s’identifie comme sujet 
k cette vie et k cette pensee, n’est plus Timagei, mais elle 
peut 6tre, mk la ressemblance». Curieusement, Victorinus, qui 
rejette cette expression lorsqu’il s’agit du P6re et du Fils, ira 
jusqu’& dire qu’elle est ade substance semblablei* k celle du P6re 
et du Fils. II veut dire par Ik que la substance de I’&me est evi- 
demment diflFerente de celle du Pfere et du Fils, bien qu’elle soit k 
I’image de cette image qu’est le Fils, mais que cette substance 
peut avoir une activite, un exercice de la vie et de la pensee, 
done des qualites, semblables k celles du Logos. 

Le Logos, Fils de Dieu, est un acte et a un acte. Autrement 
dit, il se pose comme activite et exerce ensuite cette activite. 
L’acte exerce par le Logos, e’est ce que Victorinus appelle le 
Mystfere, e’est-i-dire I’economie, le plan divin concemant le 
monde. L’acte exerce par le Logos, e’est la creation, I’incamation, 
la r^urrection, la mission de I’Esprit-Saint. En exer 9 ant cet 
acte, le Logos, nous dit Victorinus’, subit des passions, non pas 
en sa substance, mais en son acte m6me, plus exactement encore, 
dans les objets auxquels s’applique son activity. Les corps re9oi- 
vent plus ou moins bien la vie, les ames re 9 oivent plus ou moins 


^ Adv. Ar. I 63,18; 1087 d: Est enim, iuxta quod anima est, in eo quod anima 
est, in eo quod est esse, et vitam dans et inteUegere simul hahens ista Sfiooihta in 
uno, et sunt singula ut sua substantia, non scissions, non divisions, non effusions, 
nec protentione, neque partu praecisa, sed sempitema tria, aliud exsistens in alio 
exsistente et ista substantialiter. Iuxta imaginem ergo, 

* Adv. Ar. I 63, 29; PL 8, 1088a: ’O/ioovatov ergo ipsa, in sua unalitate, et 
simili substantia, in triplici potentia, Adv. Ar. Ill 12, 21; 1108a: Anima vero 
opoiovaioq, 

* Adv. At. I 22, 44; 1056c: Ipsa patitur, si quid patitur, iuxta materias et 
substantiae; 144,25; 1074d; 147,20-25; 1077a; IV 31, 45; 1135d: reeipU 
igitur passiones, non in eo quod substantia est, sed in actu atque operations. 
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bien rintelligence. Son acte est done g§ne par la passivite de la 
mati&re. C’est en son corps, dans son Incarnation, que le Logos 
subit an maximum les passions^. 

L’activite de I’Ame reproduit cette activite du Logos*. Mais, 
au niveau de I’Ame, Tlncamation devient une chute, la resur¬ 
rection et le retour auprfes du Pfere deviennent un salut et une 
conversion: 

fCette passion de r&me est double: selon la vie et selon Fintelligence. II y a 
passion selon la vie, paroe que la vie a besoin, en plus d*elle-m6me, de Tautre 
qu’elle veut vivifier et, k cause de oela, elle subit d'autres passions, jusqu*4 la 
mort elle-mSme, en oe qui participe k elle. II y a aussi passion selon Tintelli- 
gence, parce que celle-ci aussi a besoin de Tintelligible pour subsister oomme 
intelligence: elle se jette en des passions et des faiblesses encore plus grandes; 
elle se roule dans les choses sensibles et Timagination T^gare vers la r6alit4 
trompeuse. Et tandis que ces deux puissances se distinguent d’elles et subissent 
les passions, r&me demeure immobile, quant k sa substance, conservant en la 
semence du mouvement qui est en elle, la puissance de la vie et de I’intelli- 
gence; et, parce que cette puissance demeure toujours en T&me, la flamme de la 
vie et de Fintelligence pent se ranimer; F&me les 41dve vers le haut surtout 
lorsque, r6veill6e elle-mdme, elle remonte vers la vie originelle, e’est-A-dire vers 
le Christ, et vers Fintelligence originelle, c’est-li-dire vers FEsprit-Saint *.» 

I»a chute de la vie et de la pensee de TAme est done liee au 
besoin d’lm objet exterieur: mati&re A vivifier, objet A connaitre. 
Mais Victorinus n’explique pa»s pourquoi cette relation de la vie 
et de la pensee A quelque chose d’exterieur entraine un desordre, 
notamment, dans la connaissance. D’une maniAre trAs mysteri- 
euse, rincamation du Logos et la chute de FAme sont liees en¬ 
semble. Decrivant ailleurs le fieuve de vie qui sort du Logos pour 


^ Adv. Ar. I 22, 49; 1066c: in progresau passio, mtixime atUem in extreme 
progresmonU, hoc eat cumfuit in came; I 44, 27; 1074d: Secundum camem ergo 
aalvator paaaua eat, aeeundum apiritum auJtem quod erai, aine paaaione. 

* La substance de FAme reste impassible, cf. adv. Ar. 144, 48; 1075a: vere 
autem, neque per aemet aoliua animae aurU paaaionea, 

• Adv. Ar. I 32, 64; 1065 d: Haec avJtem duplex, aeeundum vitam et inteUe- 
gentiam. Secundum vitam quidem paaaio, quod adhuc indiget aUeriua quod vuU 
vivefacere, et ideo, iuxta quod ei eat particepa et aliaa patitur paaaionea uaque in 
mortem. Secundum autem intellegentiam, quoniam et iata indigena eat eiua quod 
intellegibile eat ut inteUegentia aubaiatat, magia paaaionea et infirmitatea incurrU 
et votvitur in aenaibilibua et per fantaaiam, infalaam aubaiateniiam circumdveitur, 
latia igitur exaiatentibua, iata paiientibua, manet anima iuxta aubatantiam cuato- 
diena in aemine motionia potentiam vitae et inteUegentiae, qua aemper manente 
vita et inteUegentia accenditur, magia aulem erigit, ai infontanam vitam, hoc eat, 
in Chriatum, et fontanam inteUegeniiam, hoc eat in aanctum apiritum, reaurgit 
reauacitata anima. 
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vivifier toutes choses, Victorinus dira que la parente qui existe 
entre Tame et le Logos provoque ime acceleration de ce flot 
vital: le fleuve de la vie devient alors fougueux et se precipite 
vers la matifere pour la vivifier, mais se trouble k ce contact^. 
II faut alors que le Logos lui-m6me s’incame, c’est-4-dire appa- 
raisse dans le monde sensible, pour que I’&me, egaree par la con- 
naissance sensible, puisse, grace au Logos incame, retrouver la 
possibilite de la connaissance spirituelle^. La creation du monde 
sensible et la chute de la pensee de Tame dans la connaissance 
sensible constituent un moment indispensable de ce que Victo¬ 
rinus appelle le Mystfere, c’est-4-dire de I’activite du Logos. H a 
fallu que les &mes fassent cette experience*, sentent leur incapa- 
cite de se delivrer par elles-memes de cette magie du monde sen¬ 
sible, et re 9 oivent du Christ la revelation et la gr&ce qui leur 
permettrait de retrouver leur vie spirituelle. 

L’&me sera done la ressemblancei, lorsqu*elle toumera 
sa pensee vers le Logos, et au travers du Logos vers le Pfere: 

«Si quelqu’un veut voir Dieu, il faut qu*il meure; car la vie et Tintelligenoe 
de Dieu restent en elles-'inSmes et ne sont pas en acte; par oontre, tout acte est 
k rext^rieur; o*est cela mdme qu'est notre vivre k nous; il est 4 rext^rieur; 
voir Dieu est done une mort. Tersonne, dit rEoriture, n’a jamais pu voir 
Dieu et vivre.’ En effet seul le semblable voit le semblable. II faut done re- 
noneer k la vie du dehors, k I’intelligenee du dehors, si Ton veut voir Dieu; et 
eela, pour nous, e’est la mort. Mais puisque cette vie et cette intelligence de 
Dieu sont le Logos qui est le Christ, par le Christ, nous sommes nous aussi 
Logos ... Done si nous sommes dans le Christ, nous voyons Dieu par le Christ, 
c'est-4-dire par la vie veritable, c’eet-4-dire par I’image veritable 

La vie spirituelle de Vkme est done puisne dans le Logos, et 
elle tend k reproduire les etats du Logos: il y aura une connais- 

^ Adv. At. IV 11, 13; 1121b: Mox in animam foniemque animae gradaiim 
veniens, quia anima imago zov Xdyov est, quasi quadam cogneUione maiorem 
defluendi aceipU cursum; et quia in animanda anima properat, fit ei in ani- 
manda, eius petulantior adpetitus, 

* Cf. adv. At. I 26, 38; 1060a; I 68, 14; 1084c; in Ephes. I 4; PL 8, 1240b; 
1241b. 

» In Ephes. I 4; 1239c; 1240a. 

* Adv. Ar. Ill 1, 41; 1099a: Si quis deum viderit, moriatur necesse est, quia 
dei vita et intellegentia in semet ipsa est, non in actu, omnis autem actus/oris est, 
hoc vero est nostrum vivere quod foris est, ergo est mors deum videre. Nemo, inquU, 
umquam deum vidit et vixU, Simili enim simile videtur, Omittenda igitur vita 
oris, omittenda inteUegentia, si deum videre volumus, et hoc nobis mors est. 
Quoniam autem haec vita et intellegentia Xdyoq est qui Christus est, per Christum 
et nos. Omnia per ipsum .. . Nos ergo, si sumus in Christo, deum per Christum 
videmus, id est per vitam veram, hoc est per imaginem veram. 


Digitized by 


Google 



Victorinus et Augustin 


421 


sance positive du Pfere, dans la mesure oil le Logos revfele le Pfere, 
est Timage parfaite de celui-ci. Et il y aura une connaissance 
negative du Pfere, une sorte d’aneantissement de la vie et de la 
pensee de I’Ame, un retour k Tetat de consubstantialite originelle 
de cette vie et de cette pensee au sein de Tfetre de I’Ame, dans la 
mesure oil le Logos lui-m6me, mfime s’il est en dehors du Pfere 
par son autoactuation, reste k Tint^rieur du Pfere, en son fonds 
substantiel. II y aura done dans la vie de TAme, un equilibre ou 
une tension entre Texteriorite et rinteriorite, reproduisant le 
mouvement etemel de procession et de retour qui caracterise le 
Logos. Si Ton parlait d’une mystique de Victorinus, il faudrait 
dire comme on Ta dit^ de la mystique de Ruusbroec, qu’elle 
suppose une double extase, en Dieu comme en Thomme: d’une, 
par laquelle les personnes, increees et creees, se penchent au 
dehors d’elles-m6mes, en oeuvres et activites exterieures; I’autre, 
qui les fait rentrer, par la connaissance et I’amour, Tune dans 
I’autre, et les aspire, par delA I’unite de la nature, dans le repos 
fruitif de I’essencet. 

J’avais parle plus haut d’une premiere mani^re de considerer 
I’ame comme image du Logos, pris en sa substance, e’est A-dire 
en son unite avec le P6re et I’Esprit-Saint, done comme Atre, 
vivre et penser. Et notre expose mSme nous a ramene au Logos, 
pris en son hypostase. C’est que, pour Victorinus, I’Ame est veri- 
tablement une sorte de reflet propre du Logos, une sorte de mani¬ 
festation permanente du Logos dans le monde sensible. «Comme 
le Logos est image de Dieu, aime-t-il k repeter 2 , Tame est image 
du Logos.» C’est done la definition de I’ame qui nous permet de 
concevoir ce mouvement substantiel de I’Atre qu’est le Logos, 
Fils de Dieu. En eflFet, selon la tradition platonicienne®, I’Ame se 
definit comme im mouvement qui se meut par soi. Ce mouvement 
automoteur de Tame pent nous aider k concevoir le mouvement 
automoteur propre au Logos: 

«Le propre de I’^tre premier (o’est-A-dire du P6re), c’est de se reposer; le 
propre du Logos, c’est au contraire de se mouvoir et d’agir, non pas de se mou< 
voir d’un mouvement local ou par un d4placement spatial, mais de se mouvoir 
d’un mouvement qui est celui de I’&me, mais plus excellent et plus divin, d’un 
mouvement qui donne la vie et engendre les intelligences, par une motion 

^ P. Henry, La mystique trinitaire du Bienheureux Jean Ruusbroec, 
Recherches de Science religieuse, 41 (1953), p. 75. 

* Adv. Ar. Ill 1, 10; 1098 b: Ut enim dei X&yog imago est, ita et tov Xdyov 
anima, 

* Le texte fondamental est Ph^dre 245 0 . 
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autonome» d’tm mouvement enfin qui subsifite en Boi» sans pourtant s4par6 
de sa puissance propre, au moment oti il passe & Facte 

Ou encore: 

«Toute vie, en tant que vie, est mouvement vivifiant ce qui peut dtre vivi- 
fi6; et pour cette raison, telle est la definition de F&me et de la vie: *0e qui se 
meut par soi’; cela definit son dtre, et pour ainsi dire, sa substance. A plus forte 
raison, en est-il de m^me en Dieu et dans le Logos*.» 

Dans une description grandiose, Victorinus nous montre la 
Sphere du Logos divin emaner du point immobile et central 
qu’est le Pfere®. Cette Sphere du Logos qui manifeste ainsi le 
Pfere, se reflfete ensuite dans r4me, qui manifeste ainsi le Logos, 
et r&me, elle-m6me, se reflate dans le monde, qui represente ainsi 
rextrfime limite et le dernier reflet de la revelation: 

fApr^s que le mouvement circulaire s’est 4vei]14 — je dis bien circulaire, 
puisque ce mouvement, partant d’un point, revient & ce m^me point, c'esUk- 
dire partant du P^re, revient au P^ — done, lors de la manifestation de ce 
mouvement, lors de la manifestation de la totality du divin, du Logos, du Fils, 
k ce moment-14, par la volont4 de Dieu, s’est r4alis4e une image, *selon Fimage 
et la ressemblance de Dieu*, une image de Fimage, c*est-4-dire du Fils. Car le 
Fils est image du P4re, parce qu'il est vie. L’&me a done 4t4 cr44e comme 
image de la vie^.i 

C’est pourquoi Time est comparee k Jean-Baptiste®; elle n’est 
pas la lumifere, mais elle est venue en ce monde pour rendre 

^ Adv. At. 127, 23; lOfiOd: Et est proprium eius quod primum est esse, 
quiescere; tov X&yov autem proprium, moveri et <igere, et non localiter moveri 
neque in locum translatione, sed motione quae animate est, metiore et diviniore, 
quae propria motione et vitam dot et intelleqentias parit, subsistens in se ipsa et 
non discissa a propria potentia in operationem, 

* Adv. At. 142, 6; 1072 d: Omnis vita iuzta quod vita est, motus est vivi/icans 
quibus posse est vivificari; et idcirco definitio animae et vitae ista est: quod a se 
movetur; esse, et ut substantia eius, istud dicitur, Multo magis ergo ista in deo et 
k6y<p, Cf. 4galement, adv. Ar. IV 13, 5—14 oti le texte de Gen. 1, 26 est rappel^ 
k propos du mouvement automoteur de F&me. 

* Cf. adv. Ar. I 60. 

^ Adv. Ar. 161, 1; 1086b: Erecta motione cyclica, cydicam dico quod a 
arjpdfp in arjpelov, hoc est a patre in patrem, in apparentia istius moiionis et divi- 
nitatis universae et tov X6yov et filii, extitit iussione dei imago, iuxta imaginem 
et similitudinem dei, imago imaginis, hoc est filii. Imago enim patris fUius, ut 
demonstratum est. Hoc autem est, quoniam filius vita est. Imago igitur vitae, 
anima effecta est. 

* Adv. Ar. I 56, 5—15; 1083a: Animae autem quad alia substantia sit, mani- 
festum. Facta enim a tripotenti spiritu, neque pure vox, neque verbum, sed sicut 

atufi/ ut loquatur, imago magis vocis quam vox. Et hoc est lohannis: vox ex- 
clamantis in deserto: dirigite viam domini. Anima enim in deserto, hoc est in 
mundo, exclamat quoniam scit dominum deum et vuU mundari ut domino fruatur 
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temoignage k la lumi&re; elle crie dans le desert, c’est-4-dire 
dans le monde, qu’elle connait le Seigneur Dieu et qu’elle veut 
6 tre purifi4e pour jouir de Dieu son Seigneur. Elle rend temoi¬ 
gnage au sujet de Dieu: elle a ete envoyee en ce monde, pour 
temoigner du temoignage: car le temoignage de Dieu, c’est Jesus- 
Christ^. Ou encore, on peut dire que comme Echo, elle est image 
de la voix, plutdt que voix: elle est Techo du Logos en ce monde. 

Image de Timage, temoignage du temoignage, echo du Logos, 
r&me est par rapport au monde, ce que le Logos est par rapport k 
elle. C’est certainement le sens de ce texte assez enigmatique: 

«J’ajoute encore en secret un grand myst^re: de mSme que la trinite la plus 
divine, qui est une, en tant qu’elle est par soi, a produit, par mode de rayonne- 
ment, I’&me, dans le monde intelligible, en constituant en sa subsistence et 
substance propre, cette &me, que nous appelons substance au sans propre du 
mot, de m^me, cette &me, trinity, une elle aussi, mais seconde, a achev6 la 
manifestation dans le monde sensible, parce que cette &me, tout en restant U- 
haut, a engendr6 des &mes qui viennent en ce monde. Et c’est oela aussi qui 
est *selon 1’image et la ressemblance^’.t 

Cette manifestation dans le monde sensible correspond k 
cette manifestation de la totalite du divin dont il 4tait question 
tout k Theure*. Si k la suite de Timage de Dieu qu’est le Logos, 
se manifeste une image de Timage qui est T&me, cette &me k son 
tour produit un dernier reflet du divin dans le monde sensible, en 
y repandant la vie. Dans le monde intelligible, T&me constitue 
elle-m6me une sorte de mati^re; elle est en quelque sorte la matifere 
propre du Logos, le monde qu’il se donne k lui-m6me. Image du 
Logos, et par le Logos, de toute la trinite, T&me, k son tour com¬ 
me une seconde trinite, donne un reflet d’elle-mfime au monde 
sensible: elle est en quelque sorte le Dieu du monde sensible, 
comme la Trinite est elle-m6me le Dieu de Vkme ou Tame de I’Ame: 


deo. Et ista dicit testimonium de deo et praemissa est in mundum ad testimonium 
testimonii. Testimonium enim dei lesus Christus, Filius ergo dei,filius lohannes 
domini. Etenim lohannes non erat lumen, sed venit ut testimonium diceret de 
lumine. Cet rapprochement entre Jean-Baptiste et I’&me se retrouvera chez 
Augustin, Conf. VII 9, 13; civ. dei X 2. 

1 C£. I loh. 5, 9-10. 

^ Adv. Ar. 1 64, 1; 1088a: Adhuc dico in occuUo mysterium magnum* Sicuti 
divinior trinitas unalis, secundum quod per se, effulgenter fecit animam in mundo 
inteUectibUi, in subsistentiam et propriam svbstantiam, quam proprie dicimus 
substantiam, sic anima, trinitas unalis secunda, explicavit imaginationem in 
sensibUi mundo, ipsa anima, semper quae sursum sit, mundanas animas gignens* 
Et istud ergo, iuzta imaginem et similitudinem, 

* Adv. Ar. 161, 2: tn apparentia ... divinitatis universae. 
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«L'&me est source et principe des mouvements qui sont dans le monde» 
comme le P^re et le Fils sont, eux-m^mes, le second, cr^ateur, le premier, pr6- 
cause et prdprincipe du mouvement de T&me^.t 

Ainsi, pour Victorinus, la structure trinitaire de r&me, son 
oaract^re d’image du Logos, s’expliquent par la situation de 
r&me dans la hierarchie des 6tres, et plus profondement encore, 
par cette loi generale qui veut que la puissance du Pfere se mani- 
feste totalement, jusqu’4 son dernier effet sensible. 

II. Le rajyport de la doctrine d"Augustin h ceUe de Victorinus 

II est done certain .u’avant Augustin, Victorinus a enseigne 
que r&me avait une fc ructure trinitaire et que cette structure 
trinitaire manifestait «psychiquement» le mystfere de la Trinite. 
Mais s’il y a une analogie fondamentale entre la doctrine de 
Victorinus et celle d’Augustin, il y a egalement entre elles des 
differences considerables. On me permettra d’enumerer analogies 
et differences, sans presenter un expose detaille de la doctrine 
augustinienne, assez bien connue maintenant, apres les etudes 
insurpassables qui lui ont ete consacrees*. 

En premier lieu, Augustin^ ne distingue pas entre rimage» et 
<A la ressemblance», c’est-4-dire entre un ordre de la substance et 
un ordre de la qualite ou perfection. De plus, Augustin ne distin¬ 
gue pas entre le fait d’etre k Timage et le fait d’etre image: il 
renonce k utiliser la notion d’image de Timage, si importante 
chez Victorinus. D’autre part, pour Augustin, le nom de Dieu 
n’est pas reserve au Pfere. Etre k I’image de Dieu, ce ne sera done 
pas, comme chez Victorinus, etre image de cette image du Pfere 
qu’est le Fils, ce sera §tre image du Dieu-Trinit6 .11 n’y aura pas 
chez lui de relation privilegiee entre le Logos et Tame. 

Chez Victorinus, le lieu propre de I’image, e’est Tame, en son 
6 tre, en sa substance la plus profonde, et le lieu propre de la 
ressemblance, e’est I’activite de I’ame, son mouvement ou son 
Logos. Chez Augustin, le lieu propre de I’image, e’est cette partie 
de Tame qu’il appelle mens, qu’il serait commode de pouvoir ap- 


^ Adv. At. 163, 31; 1088a: in mundo motionum fons et principium (ef. 
Ph^dre 245 c), sicuti pater et filius ipsius animae motionis et creator et praecausa 
et praeprincipium. 

* M. Schmaus, Die psychologisohe Trmitatslehre des heiligen Augustinus, 
Munster 1927. A. Gardeil, La structure de r4me et rexp6rience mystique, 
I-II, Paris 1927. 

> De trin. VII 6,12. 
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peler vovg, qu’il est en tout oas indispensable de nommer Tea- 
prit^ ou la puissance intellectuelle. 11 en resulte que Timage se 
trouve dans une partie de r&me, que Tame elle-m5me n’est pas 
veritablement image; Augustin le precise lui-m6me: 

fAlors que dans oette image de la Trinity, oes trois puissances ne sent pas 
un seul homme, mais appartiennent k nn seul homme» dans oette souyeraine 
Trinity, dont Thomme est Timage, oes trois r6alit4s n*appartiennent pas k un 
seul Dieu, mais sont un seul Dieu*.» 


Victorinus, pour sa part, aurait dit que les trois puissances 
sont une seule &me, et que Thomme se ram^ne essentiellement k 
r&me: autrement dit, pour Victorinus, ^ est essentiel k Tfttre 
de r&me, d’etre I’image de Dieu. ^ * 

Pour Victorinus, les trois puissances de Vime sont Tfitre, la vie 
et la pensee. Augustin, en pla 9 ant Timage au niveau de Tesprit, ne 
consid^re dans ces trois puissances, que la pens6e. Toutefois il 
n’ignore pas la triade 6tre-vie-pensee. Elle joue m6me un rdle 
considerable dans sa doctrine. Elle sert en effet k definir Tunite 
et la plenitude de Tesprit, et s’entrecroise ainsi souvent avec les 
images trinitaires, sans pourtant que jamais Augustin voit en 
elle une analogie de la Trinite: 


«Ce8 trois choses, m6moire, intelligence, yolont4, ne sont pas trois yies, mais 
une seule yie; non pas trois esprits, mais un seul esprit; par consequent 
elles ne sont pas trois substances, mais une seule substance. Lorsqu’on dit que 
la memoire est yie, esprit, substance, c*est qu’on Tenyisage en elle-mdme; mais 
lorsqu’on Tappelle proprement memoire, o'est qu’on Tenyisage dans sa re¬ 
lation k quelque chose. Je ferai la mdme remarque pour Tintelligenoe et la 
yolonte: intelligence et yolonte disent relation k quelque chose. Par centre le mot 
yie est toujours pris en r^f^rence k lui-mdme, de mdme que le mot esprit ou le 
mot essence. Voili pourquoi ces trois choses ne font qu'un, en tant qu’elles sont 
une seule yie, un seul esprit, une seule essence; et tout autre attribut, on le dit 
de chacime enyisag^e en elle-mdme, on le dit aussi de leur ensemble, non au 
pluriel, mais au singulier. Au contraire, elles sont trois, en tant qu’elles sont en 
relation mutuelle’.» 


^ On pent regretter que dans la r^cente traduction des liyres VIll—XV du 
de trinitate par P. Agaesse (Paris 1955) mens soit syst^matiquement rendu 
par &me. Je reconnais la difficult^ de traduire vovg en frangais. Mais, dans 
beaucoup de textes du de trinitate, le mot kme traduisant mens, laisse tomber 
des nuances capitales du raisonnement augustinien, par example en de trin. 
X 11,18 que nous citons plus bas. 

* i)e trin. XV 23, 43. 

* De trin. X 11,18: Haec igitur tria, memoria, inteUegentia, volunku, quo- 
niam non sunt ires vitae, sed una vita; nec tres mentes, sed una mens: const- 
quenter utique nec tres substantiae sunt, sed una substantia, Memoria quippe, quae 
vita et mens et substantia dicitur, ad se ipsam dicitur: quod vero memoria dicitur, 
28 Studla Patristicft VI 
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Ainsi 6tre, vie et pensee servent 4 definir le point de vue de la 
substance, en opposition au point de vue de la relation. 11 en est 
dej4 ainsi dans les Confessions: 

«J'^num^re done ces trois choses: dtre, connaftre, vouloir. Je suis, je eon- 
nais, je veuz. Je suis celui qui connaft et qui veut. Je connais que je suis et que 
je veuz. Et je veuz fitre et connaltre. A quel point, en ces trois, U y a une vie 
inseparable, une vie une, une pensee une, une seule essence, & quel 
point est inseparable leur distinction et pourtant k quel point il y a une 
distinction, le comprenne qui peut^!» 

De m6me 4 propos de la formule trinitaire d’Hilaire de Poitiers: 
aeiemiUiSy species^ usus, pour decrire le caractfere de la species 
qui est le Fils, Augustin fait encore appel 4 Tunite absolue de 
r§tre, de la vie et de la pensee: 

«£n cette forme, il y a la premiere et souveraine vie, pour laquelle vivre 
n'est pas une chose et etre une autre chose, mais etre et vivre est la mSme chose. 
£n elle, ily a la premiere et supreme intelligence, pour laquelle ce n’est pas une 
chose de vivre et une autre de penser, mais penser, e’est vivre, e’est etre, 
tout un*.* 

D’autre part, la triade 6tre, vie et pensee sert 4 prouver la 
spiritualite de Tesprit centre les materialistes: 

«Tout esprit sait qu*il pense, qu’il est et qu’il vit... Nul ne doute que pour 
penser, il faut vivre, que pour vivre, il faut ^tre; qu’en consequence rdtre qui 
pense, est et yit, mais que son etre n’est pas comme celui du cadavre qui ne vit 
pas, ni sa vie, comme celle de T&me animale qui ne pense pas; que cet etre done 
est et vit d’une maniere qui lui est propre et qui est bien superieure*.» 


ad aliquid relative dicitur. Hoc de irUellegentia quoque et de volunlate dixerim: 
et inteUegentia quippe et voluntas ad aliquid dicurUur, Vita est autem unaquaeque 
ad se ipsam, et mens, et essentia, Quodrea tria haec eo sunt unum, quo una vita, 
una mens, una essentia: et quidquid aliud ad ipsa singula dicuntur, etiam simul, 
non pluraliter, sed singulariter dicuntur. Eo veto tria, quo se invicem referuntur. 

^ Conf. Xlll 11,12: Dico autem haec tria: esse, nosse, velle. Sum enim et scio 
et vclo: sum sciens et volens et scio esse me et velle et volo esse et scire. In his igitur 
tribus quam sit inseparabilis vita et una mens et una essentia, quam denique in- 
separabilis distinctio et tamen distinctio, videat qui potest. 

* De trin. VI10, 11: Ubi est prima et summa vita, cui non est aliud vivere et 
aliud esse, sed idem est esse et vivere; et primus ac summus intellectus, cui non est 
aliud vivere et aliud intellegere, sed id quod est intellegere, hoc vivere, hoc esse est 
unum omnia. 

* De trin. X 10, 13: Omnes (sc. mentes) tamen se intelligere noverunt et esse 
et vivere ... Et nvlli est dubium, nec quemquam intellegere qui non vivat, nec 
quemquam vivere qui non sit. Ergo consequenter et esse et vivere id quod intelligit, 
non sicuti est cadaver quod non vivU, nec sicuti vivit anima quae non intelligit, sed 
proprio quodam eodemque praestantiore modo. Cf. Plotin, £nn. V 4,2,43: yog 
dv oH rexgbv o^i ov o45c oO voovv. 
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Chez Victorinus aussi, Timplication mutuelle de I’fitre, de la 
vie et de la pens^e sert k definir I’unite absolue^. Mais, en m6me 
temps, cette implication mutuelle sort k assurer la distinction 
hypostatique, grace k la notion de predominance. Si I’fitre, le 
vivre, le penser s’impliquent mutuellement, dans I’fitre plenier, 
rstre est done aussi vivre et penser, le vivre est aussi 6tre et 
penser, etc. Les trois sont done en chacun des trois: e’est d’ail- 
leurs pourquoi Tame, image du Logos, etait en m6me temps 
image des Trois. Mais si I’fetre est §tre, si le vivre est vivre, etc., 
e’est en vertu d’un principe qui joue un r6le extremement im¬ 
portant dans le n^platonisme: le principe de predominance. 
Tout est dans tout, mais chacun est le tout selon son mode propre, 
chacun tire son nom et son individualite, de ce qu’il est le plus. 
Le Pfere est done plus 6tre, le Fils, plus vivre, I’Esprit-Saint, plus 
penser*. A ce principe de distinction hypostatique, Augustin 
substitue un autre principe de distinction: non plus la predomi¬ 
nance, mais la relation. Du point de vue de la relation, 6tre, vivre 
et penser ne peuvent suffire k assurer une distinction. On se 
heurte ici k une difficulte grammaticale: on peut dire en effet que 
Ton pense qu’on est ou qu’on vit, mais Ton ne peut dire I’inverse. 
Etre et vivre sont intransitifs. Par contre, on peut dire: je me 
souviens de quelque chose, je pense quelque chose, j’aime ou je 
veux quelque chose. Et les substantifs correspondants admettent 
des genitifs; e’est en eflFet une des proprietes des relatifs d’ad- 
mettre des genitifs de correlation, comme le remarquait dejA 
Aristote*. Mais, de ce point de vue, on pourrait reconnaitre 
que la trinit4 victorinienne pourrait admettre des relations reci- 
proques: on peut parler d’un ^tre de la vie, d’une vie de I’etre, 
d’une pensee de la vie, etc. C’est surtout, je crois, I’intransitivite 
des verbes 6tre et vivre qui a dfl conduire Augustin k eviter 
d’utiliser la triade 6tre, vivre, penser, pour rendre compte des 
relations trinitaires. Ces diflFicultes grammaticales ne doivent pas 
d’ailleurs nous cacher des difificultes plus profondes, sur lesquelles 
nous aurons k revenir. 


^ Cf. adv. Ar. IV 5, 41—45; PL 8, 1116d: Nam nihU horum est quod non tria 
sit. Esse enim hoc est esse, si vivat, hoc est in vita sit. Ipsum vero vivere: non est 
vivere, quod vivat intellegentiam non habere. Quasi mixta igitur et, ut res est, 
triplici simplicitaJte simplicia. De mSme, adv. Ar. IV 22, 10^14; 1129a; III 4, 
a-46;llOlb-d 

* Cf. adv. At. I 54, 7-10; 1082 a; IV 5, 40; 1116d; IV 21, 26-31; 1128d. 

* Aristote, categ. VII, 6 b 28. 

28 * 


Digitized by 


Google 



428 


P. Hadot 


En tout cas, il faut reconnaitre qu*Augustin, avec Victorinus, 
con9oit la substantialite spirituelle comme une unite triadique; la 
memoire sera elle-mfime substance, vie et pensee, Tintelligence 
sera substance, vie, et pensee, enfin la volonte sera substance, vie 
et pensee. C’est parce que chacune sera substance, vie et pensee, 
qu’elles seront une seule substance, uneseule vie, une seule pensee. 
C"est la definition m6me de TEsprit pour Victorinus: «Nou8 
sommes obliges de concevoir TEsprit comme une substance exi- 
stante, vivante et intelligente^^. Augustin, en affirmant, que 
m4moire, intelligence et volonte sont chacune substance, vie et 
intelligence, affirme par 14-m§me, qu’elles sont chacune esprit, 
qu’elles sont chacime ce qu’il appelle mens, 

C’est bien \k le sens de la consubstantialite augustinienne. Pour 
Victorinus, Dieu est T^tre, la substance. C’est le Logos qui lui 
est consubstantiel. Autrement dit, la consubstantialite est une 
sorte de relation irreversible. Elle signifie que le Logos, primi- 
tivement confondu avec I’fitre, reste identique k I’^tre, mSme 
lorsqu’il se distingue de lui. Ainsi I’fetre de I’&me garde-t-il tou- 
jours en lui, la puissance de la vie et de I’intelligence, mdme lors- 
que celles-ci se sont actuees. Pour Augustin, les Trois sont con- 
substantiels k une substance commune qui n’est pas plus speciale* 
ment I’un des Trois. C’est pour cela qu’il preffere la trinite: me¬ 
moire, intelligence, volonte, k la trinite: esprit, connaissance et 
amour. Dans cette demifere en effet, connaissance et amour sont 
consubstantiels k I’esprit®. La substantialite parait communi- 
quee k la connaissance et k I’amour par I’esprit et ce dernier 
semble rev^tu d’une sorte de preeminence, dans I’ordre de la 
substance. Au contraire dans la trinite: memoire, intelligence, 
volonte, les Trois sont consubstantiels entre eux, et non k un 
premier terme. Exactement, les Trois sont I’esprit, comme, en la 
trinite increee, les Trois sont la substance divine. Chacun s’iden- 
tifie substantiellement k I’esprit, d’une manifere parfaitement 
egale. La trinite: esprit, connaissance et amour serait encore 
assez proche, en sa structure, de la trinite victorinienne; elle 
comporte, en quelque sorte une double dyade, comme chez 
Victorinus: la dyade de I’esprit et de I’amour, et dans I’amour, la 
dyade, connaissance et amour. La consubstantialite consiste 

^ Adv. At. IV 4, 9; 1115c: Nam apirxtum irUeUegere cogimur^ quandam 
exsistentemy viverUem, inteUegerUemque aubatantiam. Voir 4galement adv. Ar. 
IV 2, 20; 1114c; IV 26,17; 1131b. 

* Cf. M. Schmaus, Die psychologische Trinitatslehre, p. 264. 
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dans le fait que connaissance et amour ont pour contenu Tesprit 
lui-m6me^. 

La notion de generation est dififerente chez les deux theolo- 
giens. Nous avons vu en eflFet que, pour Victorinus, la generation 
est une autoposition, une autodefinition. Pour lui, le Logos est 
iuoins le verbe mental que la definition, con 9 ue au sens d’un 
mouvement par lequel Tetre limite sa propre infinite. De soi, 
retre de V&me est infini, c’est-A-dire qu’il n’a aucune diflference 
specifique, aucune activity exterieure: il est pur acte d’etre, 
toume vers soi. En engendrant son Logos, c’est-A-dire en se 
definissant lui-meme comme vie et comme pensee, I’etre de 
r&me r^vfele qu’il etait deji en puissance vie et pensee, autrement 
dit que I’acte d’etre etait, d’une maniere infinie et inconcevable, 
dej4 acte de vivre et acte de penser. La generation est done une 
sorte de mouvement commun de I’engendrant et de I’engendre. 
Ce qui est cache dans I’engendrant s’actue, se distingue, se 
reveie. Mais en meme temps, I’engendrant lui-meme se definit 
dans I’autodefinition de son Logos. Tout ceci implique une con¬ 
ception dynamique de I’fitre. Augustin eiimine tout dynamisme. 
Pour lui, la generation se ramdne k une pure relation, sans qu’il 
y ait passage de la puissance 4 I’acte. II y aura sans doute dans 
I’&me, passage de I’implicite 4 I’explicite, de VhabUtis 4 son ope¬ 
ration^, mais on ne passe jamais de I’etre pur 4 la determination, 
de la puissance pure 4 son actuation. En se pla 9 ant au plan psy- 
chologique, et non au plan ontologique, comme Victorinus, 
Augustin se situe dans un ordre oh toute distinction ne pent 
s’etablir qu’entre des termes dej4 existants. Mais surtout il passe 
de la consideration de I’etre 4 la prise de conscience du moi. 

Cette difference fondamentale entre les deux notions de gene¬ 
ration etant soulignee, il reste que certaines pages de Victorinus 
annoncent celles d’Augustin. En premier lieu, Victorinus a dej4 
pense 4 presenter la generation du Fils de Dieu sous la forme 
d’une generation de I’lntelligence. Mais il n’y a 14 encore qu’une 
parente toute exterieure. En effet, Victorinus ne presente pas 
son expose comme la description d’une analogie psychologique. 
Pour lui, il s’agit de la generation de I’hjrpostase Intelligence, 4 
partir de I’etre divin: il expose, autant que faire se peut, la propre 
generation du Fils de Dieu. Augustin, pour sa part, ne presente 

1 Cf. de trin. IX 2, 2 et IX 3, 3. 

* Cf. de trin. XIV 7, 9-10. 
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que Timage de cette generation, dans Tactivite intellectuelle de 
rhomme. II decrit la generation du verbe mental, non celle de 
rintelligence en soi. On pourra peut-6tre remarquer, ici et 1^, 
dans cette description psychologique, des souvenirs de la descrip¬ 
tion metaphysique de la generation de I’lntelligence divine, par 
Plotin ou par Victorinus^. Mais, difference fondamentale, Au¬ 
gustin se meut dans le plan homog^ne qui va de la puissance 
intellectuelle, dej4 specifiee comme intellectuelle, k des actes 
intellectuels, eux aussi, tandis que Victorinus s’efforce de rendre 
compte de la generation de la pensee k partir de I’fitre. 

Mais certaines notations de Victorinus, que se trouvent sur- 
tout dans ses commentaires sur les Epitres de saint Paul, meri- 
tent d’etre signalees, parce qu’elles ont, indiscutablement, 
une allure preaugustinienne. II y a d’abord un texte* concernant 
le verbe mental qui semble annoncer, non seulement la theorie 

^ Certains rapprochements sont signal^s par £. Benz, Marius Victorinus 
und die Entwicklung der abendlandischen Willensmetaphysik, Stuttgart 1932, 
p. 368 k 381. Le point le plus important, sur lequel Benz n'insiste pas assez, me 
semble 6tre Fanalogie entre le d6sir que T&me ^prouve de se connaitze et le 
d^sir de se connaitre qui provoque la g6n6ration de rintelligence, chez Victori¬ 
nus. On comparers de trin. IX 12, 18 et Marius Victorinus, adv. Ar. 1 57, 
9-21; PL 8, 1083d. 

* In Gal. IV 4; PL 8, 1178c—1179a (je citerai d^sormais le texte des com¬ 
mentaires des Epitres, selon le manuscrit de J. Wdhrer, pr4par6 pour une 
edition critique):... MUtiturque in eos a deo spiritus fUiif id est apiritiia Bancbu 
ut iam properent ad patrem^ festinent, clament qnodam mode interiore sanctifica- 
Hone et interiore voce. Quid clament, ipse subiungit: Abba, paier, HaberU spiritus 
verba et magis habent, cum cognoscentiam patris capiunt. Ipsa autem cognoscentia 
patris, id est cum cognoscimus patrem, ipsa vox est spiritus nostri ad deum, quern 
spiritum nobis dedit deus; cognitio consonans cum eo quern cognoscit, quasi 
quaedam vox est in eum quern cognoscit. Ergo quoniam et per deum et per Christum 
cognoscimus deum, efficimur filii et ipsi dei et ipsa cognitions vocem hahemus ad 
pairem, Quoniam (correction que je propose; mss.: quomodo) enim solus est qui 
cognoscat deum, Christus, et ex eo quod cognoscit cognitions (correction que je 
propose; mss. cognitionem), habet in eum vocem atque ilium appeUat, quia eum 
cognoscit, idcirco Christum dei verbum est, Dixi enim quod, cognitiones quaeque, 
cum nos inteUegere faciant et designare et capere et concipere id quod inteUegimus, 
quasi illud quale sit cognitione appeUamus, Accipimus enim in ilium quern cog- 
noscimus, de eo quern cognoscimus, in ipsum quern cognoscimus, verbum, cum 
quid sit appdlamus, quia cognovimus ea quae est omnis cognitio eius rei quam 
cognoscimus. Ergo Christus, quia cognoscit deum, dei verbum est et spiritus, qui 
a Christo nobis datur, dot nobis cognitionem dei per ipsum se, Inde fit, ut et nos 
verbum simus et in Christum et in deum et idcirco clamemus cognilores, Cognitor 
autem cum est ipsius cogniti, fit, ut cognitum pater sit, cognitor filius. Quod si ita 
est, merito cum cognoscimus per lesum patrem, ex cognitione verbum ipsius effici¬ 
mur ac propterea filii; inde clamamus: Abba, pater. 
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du verbe, mais la liaison entre generation et relation que Ton 
rencontrera plus tard chez Augustin: 

«L'E8prit du Fils, lui aussi, c"est-4-dire TEsprit-Saint, a envoys but les 
croyants, afin que d^sormais, ils se h&tent vers le Pdre, qu’ils oourent vers lui 
qu’ils orient, pour ainsi dire, par leur sanctification int^rieure et par une voix 
int4rieure. Et que crieront-ils? Paul nous le dit: ‘Ils crieront: Abba, Pdre!" 
Oui, les esprits, eux aussi, ont leur parole, leur verbe, et ils Font surtout lors- 
qu'ils re9oivent la connaissance du Pdre. C*est la connaissanoe du Pdre lui- 
mdme, je veux dire, lorsque nous connaissons le P^re, c*est cette connaissance 
mdme qui est la voix de notre esprit qui s’adresse k Dieu, la voix de cet esprit 
que Dieu nous a donn^. La connaissance qui est en harmonie avec celui qu’elle 
connait, est une sorte de voix qui s'adresse k celui qu’elle connait. Done puis- 
que, par Dieu et par le Christ, nous connaissons Dieu, nous devenons nous 
aussi fils de Dieu, et par la connaissance elle-mdme, nous avons une voix qui 
s'adresse au Pdre. En effet, puisque le Christ est seul k connaitre Dieu, et 
puisque, du fait qu*il le connait par une notion, il a done une voix qui s'adresse 
k Dieu et il nomme Dieu, parce qu’il le connait, le Christ, pour cette raison, est 
le Verbe de Dieu. Car j*ai dit^ en effet que, puisque toutes les notions nous font 
connaitre, signifier, comprendre et concevoir ce que nous pensons, il s’ensuit 
que d’une certaine mani^re nous nommons, par notre notion, la quality de ce que 
nous connaissons. Car nous recevons, k la place de ce que nous connaissons, un 
verbe, qui vient de ce que nous connaissons et qui s’adresse k ce que nous oonnais- 
sons, lorsque nous nommons ce qui est, parce que nous avons la connaissanoe de 
la notion entidre de la chose que nous connaissons. Done le Christ, parce qu’il con- 
nait Dieu, est le Verbe de Dieu et I’esprit, qui nous est donn6 par le Christ, nous 
donne la connaissance de Dieu, par lui-m§me. Il s’ensuit, que nous-mdmes som- 
mes un verbe qui s’adresse au Christ et k Dieu, et, k cause de cela, en connaissant, 
nous crions. Mais puisque celui qui connait est connaissant d’un connu, il s’ensuit 
que le connu, e’est le Pdre, le connaissant, le Fils. S’U en est ainsi, e’est k bon droit 
que connaissant le P^re par J^sus, nous devenons son Verbe par sa notion, et k 
cause de cela, nous sommes Fils; e’est pourquoi nous crions: Abba, Pdre.» 

Les demiferes lignes du texte semblent bien lier generation et 
relation cognitive. Mais, on remarquera que chez Victorinus, e’est 
la connaissance qui est engendree par le connu, non la connais¬ 
sance qui engendre un verbe, comme chez Augustin. La liaison 
entre connaissance et diction d’un verbe est, en tout cas, trfes 
frappante. Plus fortement qu’Augustin, Victorinus insiste sur le 
fait que le verbe interieur, par lequel nous nommons la chose, 
s’adresse en quelque sorte k la chose que nous connaissons: ainsi 
le Logos divin s’adresse k Dieu, par tout son etre. Il y a, je crois, 
dans ces lignes de Victorinus, une indiscutable prefiguration de la 
theorie augustinienne du verbe*. 

^ Victorinus fait probablement ici allusion d’une mani^re confuse k son 
traits de definitionibus, ^d. Stangl, Tulliana et Mario-Victoriniana, Programm, 
Munich 1888 (PL 64, 891-910). 

* Cf. de trin. IX 7, 12; XV 10,17. 
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D’autre part, dans son commentaire de TEpitre aux Ephe- 
siens, Victorinus assimile cette fois la production du vouloir 
par r&me k une generation par la pensee: 

fC'est en efPet de la pensee qni reste immobile en oette g4n4ration, et ai Ton 
pent risquerla oomparaison, par une sorte d*enfantement propre k Teeprit, que 
le Youloir, apr^ qu’il a con^u, jaillit et se r^pand au dehors. Et en effet lea 
pens^ de I’&me sont en quelque sorte lee enfants de T&me. Et puisque Dieu, 
par sa pensee universelle, n’a qu’une volont^, le Fils est done seul et unique^.t 

loi encore, on pense k Augustin: Tactivit^ intellectuelle et 
volontaire de T&me est consider^e comme une image de la gene¬ 
ration dtemelle du Fils. Mais, 4videmment, Augustin n’aurait 
jamais admis que la yolont4 fiit engendr^e par la pensee. 

Ces notations isolees de Victorinus ne sont pas int^grees dans 
une doctrine g4nerale de la structure de T&me, comme image de 
Dieu ou du Logos, mais elles pouvaient inviter Tesprit k une 
recherche plus syst4matique. 

Nous terminerons cette comparaison entre Victorinus et Au¬ 
gustin, en soulignant les differences qui existent entre leurs 
conceptions de la vie spirituelle. Pour Victorinus, la vie spiri- 
tuelle de I’&me tend, au travers du Logos, dont elle recherche k 
reproduire les 4tats, vers le P6re, k la fois connu dans le Logos et 
inconnu en lui-m6me. Pour Augustin, la vie spirituelle de T&me 
a pour objet le Dieu-Trinite, pris en son unite. L’image est par- 
faite dans Vkme, quand I’esprit se souvient de Dieu, pense Dieu 
et aime Dieu^. Se connaitre comme image c*est tendre k connaitre 
le module. Mais le module, e’est finalement la substance divine, 
par rapport k laquelle les relations distinguent les personnes. La 
vie spirituelle de I’&me, selon Augustin, pourrait deboucher sur 
une mystique de Tessence divine. 

Comment expliquer maintenant les rapports, analogies ou 
differences, que nous avons d^celes entre les doctrines de Vic¬ 
torinus et d’Augustin? Augustin a-t-il lu Vadverstia Arium, s’en 
est-il inspire, tout en le critiquant? Le problfeme a dej4 6te exa¬ 
mine dans le livre de B. Schmid^, consacre aux rapports entre 

^ In Eph. 11; PL 8, 1236o: Nan enim generatiane mota, sed — n aimilitudo 
capienda ut — quasi quodam partu mentis cogiUUione prorumpit veils conceptum 
el effunditur. Etenim cogUaiiones animae quasi filii sunt animae. Ce texte est 
cM, k propos d'Augustin, par P. Henry, The Adversus Arium of Marius 
Victorinus, p. 64. 

* Do trin. XIV 8,11-12,16. 

’ R. Schmid, Marius Victorinus und seine Beziehungen zu Augustin, Kiel 
1895. 
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Victorinus et Augustin. Sans faire une 4tude particuli^re de la 
doctrine de TAme, image de Dieu, chez les deux theologiens, 
Schmid 4num4rait les textes du de trinitaie qui semblaient trahir 
iin souvenir de Vadveraus Arium. H pensait, k la suite de cet 
examen, qu’Augustin avait lu Vadveraus Arium mais qu’il ne 
Tavait utilise que pour des points secondaires, et en refiisant 
toujours les solutions proposees par Victorinus. Je serais per- 
sonnellement encore plus radical que Schmid. H me semble que 
les doctrines rapportees par Augustin^ et qui pourraient provenir 
de Victorinus ne sont pas cities avec une precision suffisante, 
pour que Ton puisse conclure k une lecture de Vadveraus Arium 
par Augustin. En lisant le de trinitcUe, il est pratiquement impos¬ 
sible d’affirmer si Augustin a connu ou non Touvrage de Victo¬ 
rinus. Je serais moins reserve pour les commentaires de Victo¬ 
rinus sur les Epitres de saint Paul. C*est en effet surtout, k 
propos de Tex^gtee des doctrines pauliniennes concemant la pre¬ 
destination et la gr&ce, que Ton a pu dire de Victorinus qu’il 
etait un «Augustin avant Augustin>*. 

Mais, pour la doctrine trinitaire, je penserais plus volontiers k 
une commune influence du neoplatonisme sur Victorinus et sur 
Augustin, qu’A une influence directe du premier sur le second. Le 
mouvement de la pensee cherchant k decouvrir dans la structure 
de r&me une image de la structure du monde intelligible est 
essentiellement plotinien. H apparait au mieux dans le second 
traite de Plotin Sur lea Oenrea de VEtre. Cherchant un type d’unit6 
multiple, qui lui permette de concevoir I’unite qui existe entre 
les cinq genres du Sophiate, Plotin le trouve dans Tame: d’une 
part, I’Atre de I’&me doit deJA, en son unit4, §tre tout ce qui le 
determine comme 6tre de I’&me, c’est-i-dire §tre dejA vie (Vic¬ 
torinus ajouterait: et pensee); d’autre part, cet Atre qui est un, 
doit se multiplier par son activite; en cherchant A se contempler, 
I’Ame deviendra une unite multiple: 

«I1 faut que T^tre de r&me ait en lui la source et le principe de tout ce 
qu'elle est, ou plutdt qu’il soit tout ce qu’elle est; il faut done qu’il soit une 

^ Cf. de trin. I 8,15 (suj&tion du Fils au P^); II 1, 3 (inferiority du Fils au 
pyre); VII 6, 12 (distinction de I’image et de ce qui est «& I’image*); VI 1,1—2 
(le Fils coetemel au P^re, parce que «force et sagesse de Dieu»); XII6, 5 
(I’Esprit-Saint m^re du Fils); XII 6, 7 (rhomme fait & I’image du Fils). 

* A. Hamack, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, t. Ill, Tiibingen 1932, p. 34; 
F. Loofs, Leitfaden zum Studium der Dogmengeschichte, t. II, Halle 1953, 
p. 279, n. 3. Voir I’article recent de Van der Lof, dans Nederlands. Theol. 
Tijdsch. 5, 1951, 287-307. 
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vie, vie et etre ne faisant qu*un ... C’est le substrat lui-mdme qui eat ud ; il 
eat un, non sana dtre auaai deux ou mdme pluaieura, non aana dire tout ce que 
r&me eat primitivement. .. L*&me eat une et elle eat multiple; elle eat tout oe 
qui 86 montre en aon unit4; elle eat multiple dana aon rapport aux autree 
choaea, alora qu*elle eat une par elle-mdme. Elle eat un dtre un, qui ae 
fait multiple en une aorte de mouvement, et, 6tant une totality une, il eat 
multiple, en cherchant k ae contempler lui-mSme . . . Sa contemplation 
de aoi eat la raiaon pour laquelle il ae manifeate comme multiple afin de 
ae connaitre; tant qu’il parait un, il n’a paa encore pena^, maia il eat d4ji oe 
qu’il penaera^.* 

Il est impossible de ne pas reconnaitre la parente doctrinale 
qui existe entre la description de la structure de Tame par Vic- 
torinus et ces lignes de Plotin. M§me mouvement general de part 
et d’autre: il s’agit de decouvrir dans I’&me un type d’unite 
multiple qui permettra de mieux comprendre I’unite multiple 
du monde intelligible (et Tunite multiple telle que la decrit Plotin 
est trfes proche de la notion de consubstantialite); de part et 
d’autre egalement, m§me insistance sur I’unite du sujet* qu’est 
r^tre de Tame, m6me conception de Tame comme essence vivante 
et pensante, m6me liaison entre le mouvement*, qui multiplie 
I’unite de Tame, et I’activite de pensee. Si Augustin est plus 
eloigne de cette description plotinienne, il se rattache neanmoins 
k ce courant, et notamment, le desir de se connaitre soi-mdme 
joue un grand role dans la description qu’il nous donne de la 
generation du verbe mental^. 

Ce texte de Plotin nous indique seulement dans quel sens le 
neoplatonisme posterieur k Plotin a pu evoluer. En eflFet, Vic- 
torinus, comme Augustin, laissent entrevoir qu’ils ont subi les 
influences d’une doctrine plus scolaire et plus systematisee que 
celle que nous trouvons chez Plotin lui-m6me. Aprfes Plotin, on a 
continue k considerer I’ame comme une unite multiple, bien plus, 
on a employe k son sujet le mot ouoovaioQ. Nous le savons par 
Proclus. A ce sujet, je crois que Ton est oblige d’admettre I’hypo- 


^ Plotin, Enn. VI 2, 6, 6—20 (j’utiliae la traduction E. Br^hier, en me r^r- 
vant le droit de la modifier en certains points). 

* Plotin, Enn. VI 2, 6, 9: rd vnoxsifievov iv, k comparer avec Marius Victo- 
rinus, adv. Ar. I 32, 32; 1065b: id ipsum cum sit iuxta subiectum anima. 

* Plotin, Enn. VI 2,6,15: noutvv Se iavro iv rfj olov xivi^ei nok^d^ xcd 

iVf olov de ^ecogeiv imxBiQOvv iavrd jroAAd. Victorinua, adv. Ar. I 32, 53: 
Secunda autem potentia, ipsa motio, quoniam, quod definitur, et intellegentia 
conprehenditur. Remarquer Timportance du thdme du ddsir de ae contempler, 
dana le texte de Plotin. 

* Cf. note pr^c^dente; Augustin, de trin. IX 12, 18. 
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thtee de travail formulee par W. Theiler^, dans son livre sur 
Porphyre et Augustin: toute doctrine, attestee par des neoplato- 
niciens posterieurs k Augustin, et — j’ajouterais pour ma part — 
k Victorinus, qui se retrouvera chez Augustin (et, ajoutons-le 
encore une fois, chez Victorinus) doit probablement 5tre rappor- 
tee k Porphyre, ou en tout cas, k un neoplatonicien anterieur k 
Augustin (et k Victorinus). Mais il faudra la preciser en disant 
que ceci est vrai, k condition que Ton ne trouve pas deji chez 
Plotin lui-m5me, la doctrine rapportee parProclus. Proclusnous 
dit done que «l’ame toute enti^re est consubstantielle k elle-mSme, 
qu’elle est homeomfere, et pour ainsi dire, d’une seule couleur, 
etant toute entifere intellectuelle ou encore un Logos intellec- 
tueP». Le mot <(Consubstantiel» pouvait certainement attirer 
I’attention d’un theologien, soucieux de rendre compte de la 
consubstantialite de la Trinite increee. 

Or le neoplatonisme posterieur, et, repetons-le encore une 
fois, il s’agit probablement de Porphyre, concevait Tame comme 
une triade de trois termes: I’fitre, la vie et I’intelligence. Proclus 
nous rapporte cette doctrine: 

fConsid^rant oes choses, les anciens (le terme, chez Proclus, peut designer 
Porphyre) concluent ce que voici, au sujet de TAme, en plusieurs endroits de 
leurs Merits: toute &me est dtre, vie et intelligence et, quelque terme que Ton 
choisisse parmi ces trois-14, on ramdne avec lui, les deux autres, puisque, dans 
r&me, tout circule au travers de tout; et T&me toute enti^re est une et son 
unit4 est parfaite; enfin chez eUe, la partie est de mdme couleur que le tout’.* 

Est-il besoin de souligner que nous avons Ik, la doctrine com¬ 
mune k Victorinus et k Augustin: Tame est une, parce qu’elle 
est ^tre, vie et pensee, et que ces trois termes s’impliquent mu- 
tuellement? Pour Victorinus, cette theorie permet d’assurer en 
mfime temps la consubstantialite et la distinction des hypostases; 
chez Augustin, elle est seulement utilisee pour exprimer I’unite 
absolue qui existe entre les puissances de I’esprit. Mais, chez Tun 
comme chez I’autre, 6tre, vie et pensee sont une unite absolue, 


^ W. Theiler, Porphyrios und Augustin, Halle 1933, p. 2. 

* Proclus, in Tim. Diehl, t. II, p. 225,32: dn fiev 6fioovai6q iartv i} dhj 
7 iq6q iavrijv xal dfjLOiofiEQ^Q xai olov ofidxQovg voegd Tidaa xai Adyog odaa vocQdg* 
’ Proclus, in Tim. II, p. 166,28: elg raura de fiAdjzovreg ol Ttedatoi xdxeiva 
avXXoyiCovTcu noXXaxov negi avxfjg 8xi Tidaa xai 6v eazi xai Cioij xal vovg, xal 
Stieq dv kdptjg twv tqiojv xai rd }jomd awdyeig ijieidij Tidvra iv ai&rfj did Tioaniav 
(poixqL, xal ^ Tidaa fila iari, xai t 6 iv avxfjg TiavxeXig iaxi xai x6 fiiQog ofidxQow x(p 
o?.(p iTi avxfjg. 
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parce qu’ils forment une sorte d’eimeade, chacun des trois etant 
les trois, en sorte que les trois sont trois fois trois Ce genre de 
speculation est tout k fait caracteristique du neoplatonisme 
posterieur et si Victorinus et Augustin en usent avec sobriety, il 
reste qu’ils pensent tous deux dans les categories d’une philo- 
sophie qui con 9 oit I’univers comme une hierarchie de triades. 

Autre caracteristique du neoplatonisme posterieur, I’utili- 
sation de cette Bible paienne que furent les Oracles Chaldaiques. 
Dans sa description de la structure de I’&me, Victorinus semble 
bien utiliser une expression qui leur est empruntee. II dit en eflFet 
que r&me, ayant la double puissance de la vie et de la pensee, 
est bipotena et gemini luminis^, Ce dernier terme correspond tr^ 
probablement k dfjupupaiji;, terme employe justement k propos 
de r&me, par les Oracles Chcddalques^. H faut done supposer que 
la source utilis^e par Victorinus employait ce terme. On pensera 
encore ici k Porphyre, premier commentateur de ces Oracles, qui 
avait pu faire appel k de telles expressions en exposant sa psy- 
chologie. On pourrait se demander d’ailleurs avec W. Theiler^, 
si la triade augustinienne mens, notitia, amor, ne provient pas 
d’une exegfese de cet oracle®: «Ayant m61e I’etincelle de I’&me 
avec ces deux qui sont en harmonie: I’intelligence et la volonte 
(W. Theiler® propose de corriger vSvpaxi en vdjpari = vofjpan, ce 
qui signiefierait non plus volont6, mais conception), il leur ajouta 
le chaste Eros qui est le lien de toutes choses et leur sublime 


^ Victorinus, adv. Ar. IV 21,30; 1128 d; Augustin, de trin. X 11,18. 

* Adv. At. I 32, 29; 1066a. 

* Of. W. KroU, De oraculis ohaldaicis, Breslau 1894, p. 11, v. 4 et p. 28. 
Voir ^galement H. Lewy, Chaldaean Oracles and Theurgy, Le Caire 1956, p. 93, 
n.111. 

* W. Theiler, Porphyries und Augustin, p. 62. 

* Cit4 par Lydus, de mens., Wuensch, p. 3,14: ywxaiov aniv&rjgd dvoi xpdaoc 
6fiovo(cuQ v(p xaX vevfAaxi itp* olg tqItov dyvdp igcDTa awderpcdw TiSneav 
imPiffxoQa aefivdv i^tpeev, Sur ce texte et sur le maintien de la le^on vevfioxi, of. 
H. Lewy, Chaldaean Oracles, p. 179, n. 9 et p. 180. 

* W. Theiler, Porphyries und Augustin, p. 61—62. L'auteur signals 6gale- 

ment Priscien, solut., 4d. By water, p. 46, 22: Omnis auUm cognoscentis esi con- 
verti ad cognoscihiU et propterea ae ipaum cognoacentia ad at ipaum cognotivam 
operaiionetn habere converaam, en rappelant que Ton considdre Porphyre, 
comme une des principales sources de Priscien. On remarquera k ce sujet que 
Priscien, solut., p. 48, 13—49, 18 donne ^galement une longue ^tude du mou- 
vement automoteur de T&me, notamment, p. 48, 31—32: Per hoc animae notaa 
figurativa et vduti quaedam diffinitio, ipaa per ae motio, quippe per ae aubaiatena 
et per ae cognoacena ; formules qui ^voquent celles de Victorinus. ^ 
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giiide». Le rapprochement est interessant parce qu’il s’agit juste- 
ment de la composition de T&me: si la correction de W. Theiler 
etait acceptee, on aurait effectivement une triade intelligence, 
notion et amour. 

Peut-on trouver d*autres rapprochements entre les trinites 
augustiniennes et des doctrines neoplatoniciennes? Ceux que 
W. Theiler signale dans les SenterUiae de Porphyre sont trfes 
interessants, parce que presence k soi-m6me et union k Dieu y 
sont li4s k la connaissance^ de soi, k la conscience de cette con- 
naissance, et k Tamour de soi^. Interessante egalement la sugge¬ 
stion proposes ailleurs par W. Theiler*: la triade augustinienne 
esserUiaf scientia, vXriusque, amor que Ton trouve dans la Cxii de 
Dieu se rapporterait k une doctrine d’origine stoicienne^, qui 
distingue deux etats dans I’individu vivant: en premier lieu, sa 
constitution, en second lieu, d’acte par lequel I’individu se 
per 5 oit, s’affirme et s’approprie k soi-mfimei^*. On aurait ainsi 
une triade constituee par la constitution de Tindividu, autrement 
dit sa substance ou essence, par la connaissance de cette consti¬ 
tution et la conciliation de I’individu avec sa constitution pri¬ 
mitive. Je pense que Ton pourrait aussi bien comprendre de la 
m6me manidre la triade mena^ notitia^ amor que Ton trouve dans 
le de trinitaie. On aurait une transposition dans I’ordre spirituel 
d’une doctrine primitivement formulee k propos du vivant. Ici 
encore, (mais evidemment, ma suggestion est trds hypothetique), 
je supposerais volontlers que Tauteur de cette transposition a 
ete Porphyre, qui n*h4sitait pas k mfiler les doctrines stoiciennes 
aux enseignements platoniciens.* Quoiqu’il en soit, transposee 
sur le plan spirituel, cette doctrine pourrait s’entendre ainsi: 
I’esprit a sa structure propre, prend conscience de cette struc¬ 
ture et I’aime, la veut, tend k la conserver. 


^ Porphyre, sentent., 4d. Mommert, p. 38,9: xoIq /iiv ydg &wafxivoiQ xo^lv 
bIq rifv a6j&v oi>alav voeqox; xal Tijv cpStwv yivwaxetv adaiav <xai> h rfi 
yvtbaei xal rf] eldi^aei jfjg yv(baeo}Q a&iot^ djioXa/iPdveiv 7ca&* iv&njra rijv rov 
yaxbaxovTog xal ytvQHJxofiipoVf [xcd] to&toiq noQowjtv avroig noQetTxi xal x6 6v. 

* Porphyre, sentent., p. 38,20-21: Tfj ndhv a&tibv tpiUq. iavrovg re djioXafi- 

pdrovreg, xal awaandfAevoi, 

‘W. Theiler, Die Vorbereitung des Neuplatonismus, Berlin 1930, p. 54, 
n. 4. Voir de civ. dei XI 27. 

* Cf. Diogdne Laerce, VII 85. 

* Cf. V. Coldsohmidt, Le syst^me stoloien et Tidde de temps, Paris 1953, 
p. 127. 

* Cf. Simplicius, in Categ., 6d. Kalbfleisch, p. 2, 8. 
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L’assimilation entre le troisifeme tenne de la trinite augiisti- 
nienne: amor et le troisieme tenne de ce que nous appellerons la 
trinite stoicienne: obceloyau;, conciliaiio, se trouve chez Proclus, 
dans le commentaire d’un passage du Timde qui, lui aussi aurait 
pu servir k evoquer une trinite analogue 4 celle que nous propose 
Augustin. C’est la presence de speculations de ce genre chez 
Proclus qui me fait supposer qu’une transposition platonicienne 
de la doctrine stoicienne a pu trfes bien 6tre eflFectuee par Por- 
phyre. Proclus comments Timie 34 b: «Quant 4 I’Ame, Tayant 
places au centre du corps du Monde, il I’etendit 4 travers le 
corps tout entier et mfime au del4 de lui et il en enveloppa le 
corps. 11 forma ainsi un Ciel circulaire, ciel unique, solitaire, 
capable, par sa vertu propre, de demeurer en soi-meme, sans 
avoir besoin de rien d’autre, mais se connaissant et s’aimant lui- 
mfime suffisamment^. Et par tous ces moyens, il Tengendra, 
Dieu bienheureux». Proclus n’a pas de peine 4 trouver ici une 
triads: la vertu, laconnaissanceet I’amour, et il en Justifie Tordre, 
en soulignant que la yvayaig precede Vobcelcoaig, c’est-4-dire 
que la connaissance precede la conciliation avec soi-m^me. 

«C*e8t par cette vertu qu’il se connatt et s’aime lui-mdme; car la connais- 
sance pr6c^de la conciliation avec 8oi-m6me*.» 

Et Proclus explique pourquoi c’est la vertu qui permet la 
connaissance et I’amour de soi: 

«MSme, parmi les vivants particuliers, seul celui qui a la vertu peut se 
rapporter k soi-mdme et s’aimer lui-mSme. £n effet, le sage, en se voyant lui- 
mdme, se r^jouit et se plait en lui-mSme; engendrant en lui-mdme de belles 
pens6es, il aime le commerce qu'il a avec lui-mdme; car, par nature, nous 
sommes concili^s k ce qui est beau, et nous fuyons ce qui est laid*.» 

Proclus retrouve d’ailleurs ici une doctrine aristotelicienne et 
cette rencontre nous laisse entrevoir les complexes interactions 
qui dominent la pensee neoplatonicienne. Dans son Ethique 
h Nicomaque^y Aristote insists fortement sur le fait que la vie des 


' Tim6e 34 b: yvwgtfiov di xcd tpiXov ixavwg avxdv 

• Proclus, in Tim. II, p. 111,13: ojwJ dger^g xavxrjg ylyvercu ynogi/iog 

iavr^ xai tplXog' ngoifyeirai yog i} yvwatg xfjg oixeuhaeoig, 

* In. Tim. II, p. 110,16: fidvog yag xcd ini xwv fiegtxwv Cqxov 6 xifv dgtirtv 
ixoiv iavxig avyylvEodcii dvvarai xai. axdgyeiv iavxdv, 6 Si anovdaiog 6gdj>¥ iavrSv 
yalgei xai eSipgalvexai xai xbcicov h iavxig voi^/iaxa xaXd xijv iavxov awovaiav 
doTidCexcu' xaxd qwaiv olxeiovfieda fxiv ngSg x6 xcMv, djtoSiSgdaxofiev Si x6 
alaxgdv, 

^ Eth. Nicom. IX 9, 1170 a 27. 
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gens de bien est particulidrement desirable. La raison qu’il 
en donne nous ramdne k tout Tensemble de speculations neopla- 
toniciennes que nous venons d’evoquer: identite de la vie et de la 
pensee, identite entre I’existence humaine et le conscience de 
vivre et de penser, bien plus, et ici, nous sommes trfes proches 
d’Augustin, comme I’a dejA note R. Mondolfo^, identite de la 
jouissance et I’amour de la vie avec la jouissance et I’amour de la 
connaissance: 

«Ne d^finit'On pas la vie chez ranimal par la faculty de sentir et chez 
rhomme par la faculty de penser? Cette faculty tend k se manifester en aete et 
ce d^ploiement d’activit^ constitue la partie mattresse de nous-mdmes; ainsi 
le vivre semble dtre par excellence sentir on penser. L’acte de vivre fait partie 
des choses bonnes et agr^bles par elles-mdmes; car c’est quelque chose de 
d6fini, et le d6fini fait partie de la nature du bien ... En outre, celui qui voit 
sent qu*il voit; celui qui entend sent qu’il entend ... et il en va de mdme dans 
tons les autres cas; il y a en nous quelque chose qui sent que nous agissons, en 
sorte que nous sentons que nous sentons et que nous pensons que nous pen- 
sons; et mats le fait de sentir que nous sentons, de penser que nous pensons, 
c’est sentir et penser que nous existons, puisque exister, c’est sentir ou penser. 
Enfin sentir qu’on vit fait partie des choses agr^ables par elles-mdmes (car la 
vie est un bien par nature, et sentir le bien qui existe en nous-mdmes est 
agr^ble). Vivre est done desirable, piincipalement pour les hommes vertueux, 
parce que le fait d’exister est bon et agr^able pour eux (ayant conscience de ce 
bien en soi, ils se r^joui8sent)*.» 

Evidemment, toutes ces notions sont systematisees et plus 
ou moins reifiees chez Augustin. Comme le fait remarquer 
R. Mondolfo, on songera, en lisant ce passage d’Aristote, k la 
formule du de civitate dei^: nam et sumuSy et nos esse novimuSy et 
nostrum esse ac nosse diligimuSy qui presente la m6me nmion de 
I’existence et de I’auto-conscience avec ramour». Mais je suis 
frappe du fait que ces lignes d’Aristote se trouvent dans un con- 
texte consacre k Tamitie que Thomme heureux aura avec les 
autres hommes vertueux. Or il est assez remarquable qu’Au¬ 
gustin, au livre VIII du de trinitatey abordant le problfeme de la 
similitude de la Trinite dans Tame, probldme qui le retiendra 
jusqu’4 la fin de I’ouvrage, commence par examiner la question 
de Tamour que nous pouvons avoir pour les ames justes, puis 
celle de Tamour de Tame pour elle-mfime^. Ne faut-il pas en 


^ R. Mondolfo, L’unit^ du sujet dans la gnos4ologie d’Aristote, Revue 
philosophique 78, 1953, 378. 

* Eth. Nicom. IX 9,1170 a 16 sq. 

* De civ. dei XI 26. 

^ De trin. VIII 6, 8; VIII 6, 9; VIII 7,10; IX 2, 2. 
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conclure que la source philosophique, k laquelle Augustin em- 
prunte le materiel conceptuel du de trinitate, avait un certain 
rapport avec VEthiqv^ h Nicomaque ? Ne pourrait-on songer k une 
utilisation de Touvrage d’Aristote dans un ouvrage didactique 
neoplatonicien? J’hesiterais en tout cas k penser k un ouvrage 
exegetique. Mais Texistence probable d*un commentaire de 
VEthiqiie par Porphyre^ pourrait nous laisser supposer que le 
disciple de Plotin portait une attention speciale k cet ouvrage 
d’Aristote. 

Aristotelisme, platonisme, stolcisme, fondus dans le creuset 
d*un neoplatonisme qui est probablement celui de Porphyre, 
plutdt que celui de Plotin, tel est, en tout cas, le riche terrain 
dans lequel se nourrit la doctrine augustinienne de Timage de 
Dieu dans Tame. Influences tous deux par la scolastique post* 
plotinienne, dont Porphyre est le premier reprasentant, Victo- 
rinus et Augustin r6agissent de manifere diflFerente k cette com¬ 
mune influence: k cote d*ind4niables parentes, il y a entre eux 
des differences profondes. Plus que des differences, il y a entre eux, 
me semble-t-il, un abime. De Victorinus k Augustin, il y a toute 
la distance qui separe Tame antique du moi modeme. Pour Vic¬ 
torinus, la doctrine de T&me, image du Logos, n*est pour ainsi 
dire qu’un chapitre d’une ontologie et d’une cosmologie gene- 
rales. Avec Augustin, naissent, non seulement le je pense, 
mais aussi le je veux, J’aime, je desire. Les schemas scolaires 
du n^platonisme que Ton peut deviner au travers des trinites 
augustiniennes subissent une sorte de metamorphisme. 11s sub- 
sistent dans la structure du moi augustinien. Mais tout est 
cristaUise selon des lois enti^rement nouvelles. B. Groethuysen a 
dej4 admirablement exprime le renversement des valeurs opere 
par Augustin: «Vis k vis de toutes les tendances neoplatoni- 
ciennes, Taugustinisme est un retour de Thomme vers lui-m^me. 
L’&me con 9 ue d’une fa 9 on cosmique redevient humaine. L’hom- 
me reconnait son humanite . . . Nous nous voulons nous-m§mes, 
et parce que nous nous voulons, c’est de notre &me et non de 
r&me en general qu’il s’agit: une &me personnelle et non une 
emanation de I’&me du monde .. . M6me dans I’au-deli, je 
demeure autre, je garde en moi ce qui me distingue en tant que 
creature. J’aime Dieu; je ne suis pas Dieu»*. 

^ Cf. le n° 16 de la liste des ouvrages de Porphyre, 6tablie par R. Beutler, 
dans Tartiole Porph 3 rrios, de Pauly-Wissowa, RE. 

* B. Groethuysen, Anthropologie philosophique, Paris 1952, p. 121. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



Victorinus et Augustin 


441 


De cette revolution augustinienne, G. Huber semble bien nous 
donner les raisons metaphysiques, dans son livre sur I’fitre 
et I’Absolu^. Pour G. Huber, de Plotin k Augustin, en passant 
par Victorinus, une transformation radicale de la notion d’etre 
s’est operee. Plotin distinguait entre I’fitre, identique k I’lntel- 
ligible et k I’lntellect, done objet de connaissance, et I’Absolu, 
transcendant k I’lntelligible et k I’lntellect, done echappant aux 
prises de la connaissance. Chez Victorinus dej4 mais surtout chez 
Augustin, rfitre tend k s’identifier k I’Absolu. H perd tout contenu 
intelligible, devient autre que ses determinations. Ainsi I’essence 
divine, dans la Trinite, est ce qui est commun et indistinct sous les 
caracteristiques personnelles. M6me la triade 6tre, vivre, penser, 
devient chez Augustin ime unite indiflferenciee. Ainsi I’fetre, objet 
propre de I’intelligence, me s’ouvre plus immediatement k 
la penseei>2. ^ place de la connaissance directe de I’dtre, fait 
son apparition la connaissance analogique de Dieu dans I’&me 
faite k son image. La seule connaissance de I’Stre qui soit possible 
au-delA de la foi, pour I’homme en son etat actuel se realise dans 
le retour de Tame sur elle-m6me. . . Ainsi la connaissance de 
r&me subjective devient le moyen de la connaissance de Dieu, 
rstre est interprete k partir de I’horizon de r&me*.» On pourrait 
ajouter k ces reflexions de G. Huber que la notion d’image se 
transforme egalement chez Augustin. Pour Victorinus, I’image 
est ime realite ontologique: elle est la manifestation de I’essence, 
une expansion de I’fitre. Pour Augustin, I’image est <(miroir et 
enigme», un moyen de connaissance imparfaite, mais qui ne 
peut 6tre depassee en cette vie. Alors que Victorinus con 9 oit 
sans hesiter la Trinite selon des categories ontologiques, Au¬ 
gustin ne peut la penser qu’en la regardant dans le miroir du 
moi^. Les raisons profondes de cette revolution augustinienne se 


^ G. Huber, Das Sein und das Absolute, B&le 1955. 

* G. Huber, Das Sein und das Absolute, p. 154. 

’ G. Huber, Das Sein und das Absolute, p. 154. 

* C’est pourquoi je crains que Ton ne s^^gare sur le vrai sens de la doctrine 
augustinienne si Ton dit aveo E. Benz, Marius Victorinus, p. 368, que la 
th^orie trinitaire d’Augustin est m^taphysique, et non psychologique. Evidem- 
ment il faut s*entendre sur les mots, et J. Moingt, qui reprend cette phrase de 
Benz, dans son commentaire aux livres VIII—XV du de trinitate (P. Agaesse 
et J. Moingt, Saint Augustin, La Trinity, VIII—XV, Paris 1955, p. 657) a 
raison de montrer comment il ne faut pas couper les tanalogies augustiniennes 
... de Tontologie dynamique et religieuse qui les porte». Le retour de T&me 
vers elle-mSme n’a pour but que de la faire approcher de Dieu. Mais roriginalit^ 
29 Studia Patristica VI 
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trouvent-eUes seulement dans la doctrine metaphysique d’Au- 
gustin? Y a-t-il des causes psychologiques, historiques ou mysti¬ 
ques qui peuvent expliquer pourquoi Augustin, renon 9 ant au 
dogmatisms ontologique, n’admet plus de certitude et d’evidence 
que ceUes qui se trouvent dans Texperience interieure? H est 
difficile de repondre k ces questions: y repondre, cela ne serait 
rien moins que rendre compte de la naissance du 4imoi» dans I’hi- 
stoire de la pensee. 

d*Augustin ne consiste par k essay er de connaitre Dieu au travers de la partie 
la plus haute de notre dtre (de trin. V 1, 2). Le thdme est traditionnel; on le 
trouve ohez S^ndque, epist. 41, 5; chez Plotin, Enn. V 1,11,13; chez Victori- 
nus, adv. Ar. Ill 6. La nouveaut^ d’Augustin, o*est le caract^re, pourrait-on 
dire, existentiel de ce mouvement de T&me. II ne s’agit plus de T&me telle que 
le philosophe peut la penser, mais du moi v6ou, du moi d* Augustin, irr^ductible 
k toute identification k TAbsolu. 
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Professor H.-I. Marrou has surely vindicated his right to a 
place among the most eminent aficionados of St. Augustine by 
publishing some years ago his own Retractaiio. His severest 
censure was reserved, if I remember rightly, for the idea he had 
previously sponsored that Augustine a mal compost] that his 
books were badly constructed. On this point, says Prof. Marrou, 
he cannot read what he had written without blushing; and he 
proceeds to sketch out the grand symphonic composition of the 
De Civitate and the De TrinitcUe, which as a “young barbarian” 
he had failed to notice. 

But of all Augustine’s major works, the one which young 
barbarians are going to find most bizarre in its construction, 
I suggest, is the De Doctrina Christiana, Prof. Marrou has not 
retracted his views on the nature of this work. And it is in 
respect of it that with no little trepidation I would invite him 
“to sing a palinode”. He is, I feel sure, altogether too good an 
Augustinian to receive this juvenile presumption of mine with 
Hieronymic irritation. 

In his opinion the De Doctrina Christiana is a draft or sketch 
of a Christian culture; it presents us with a scheme for Christian 
education, with what we might call Augustine’s Idea of a Uni¬ 
versity. I would not deny that the elements of such a scheme 
can be drawn from the book, but I cannot believe that Augus¬ 
tine’s purpose in writing it was to provide them. My first objection 
is that if this was his intention, then the charge must stand that 
the De Doctrina Christiana is a thoroughly malcomposed work, 
no more specially appropriate to this purpose than, say, the 
Enchiridion or the De Catechizandis Rvdibus — or even the De 
Trinitate. 

My second objection is that while Augustine, like Newman, 
had been professionally engaged in higher education before his 

29* 
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conversion, he never had an occasion like Newman’s for writing 
a treatise on the principles of Christian education. But that the 
De Doctrina Christiana was written for a particular occasion, 
to meet a particular pastoral need, I think we may take for 
granted. Augustine was far too busy a bishop to write books 
“in the air”. 

I want to suggest that the De Doctrina Christiana was under¬ 
taken not only in response to a particular situation, but in re¬ 
sponse to a particular request from a particular person, Aurelius 
bishop of Carthage. This is of course no more than a guess, but 
one which I hope to show is not over-fanciful. 

In Letter 41, which the Benedictine editors assign reasonably 
enough to the first few years of his episcopate, Augustine writes 
to congratulate Aurelius on having achieved his sancta cogitatio 
“about all our ordained brethren, and especially about the priests 
preaching to the people in your presence”. What was the nature 
of Aurelius’ achievement, which drew from Augustine the paean 
of rhetoric with which he continues the letter? I think we might 
say that it was nothing less than the official inauguration of the 
Catholic Church’s revival in North Africa. We know from Possi- 
dius that it had not been customary in Africa for priests to 
preach and expound the gospel; we know from various remarks 
of Aurelius and other bishops recorded in the Acts of African 
Coimcils that there was an alarming shortage of trained and 
educated clergy in major orders. The fortunes of the Catholic 
party were in a very sorry way when Augustine was forcibly 
conscripted into their ranks by the shrewd congregation of Hippo. 
Here was an exceptional man indeed, and his bishop Valerius 
made quite exceptional use of him by getting him to do all his 
preaching for him. Now it seems to me that it was the great 
virtue of Aurelius, as primate of all Africa, that he harnessed 
Augustine’s quite exceptional abilities to the fundamental task 
of raising the normal standard of clerical competence. Augustine’s 
preaching while still only a priest had been an exception; Au¬ 
relius was determined to make it the beginning of a rule. Au¬ 
gustine had no sooner been ordained priest than he asked Vale¬ 
rius for leave of absence to fit himself for his duties by studying 
the scriptures (Letter 21). Aurelius was determined, one may 
suppose, that all clergy should be thus prepared for their duties 
before being raised to major orders. I suggest that his sancta 
cogitatio, his “holy plan about our ordained brethren”, was the 
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provision for them of some sort of course of ecclesiastical study. 
Augustine’s self-given ecclesiastical education remained an 
exception, but Aurelius’ great design was to make it as far as 
possible into a model. 

After an elaborate encomium of Aurelius’ achievement — in so 
conservative and insular a country as Africa there had almost 
certainly been some stubborn opposition to his measures — 
Augustine goes on, in Letter 41, “We beg you ... to order such 
of their sermons [the priests’] as you wish, written up and cor¬ 
rected, to be sent to us. For I too am not neglecting what you 
commanded me, and I am still waiting to know what your 
opinion is about the seven rules or keys of Tychonius, which I 
have often written to you about already.” What was it that 
Aurelius had commissioned Augustine to do, something he was 
already getting on with, in connection with which he both wanted 
to know Aurelius’ opinion about the rules of Tychonius, and to 
have copies of the maiden sermons preached by priests? 

I suggest that he was engaged, at Aurelius’ request, in writing 
a text-book or manual for use in training the clergy to teach 
and preach; in other words he was in the middle of the De Doc- 
trina Christiana. I think we can even go further and say that 
when he wrote this letter he had got as far as the point at which 
he abandoned the work until he found it unfinished and com¬ 
pleted it about 27 years later. He was well on in the third book, 
which was treating of the interpretation of the signs contained in 
scripture. He would soon be getting on to the fourth book, which 
would deal with the actual art of preaching, and for this he would 
find copies of the trial sermons of Aurelius’ priests useful ma¬ 
terial. Before he started on that section however, he wanted 
to complete his third book by discussing Tychonius’ seven rules 
of interpretation. But Tychonius was a Donatist; could his rules 
be incorporated into a Catholic text-book for training a clergy 
whose principal task of the moment would be conducting a pole¬ 
mic against the Donatists? Augustine was personally in favour, 
but junior bishop that he was, he would not take such a bold 
step without first consulting the primate of all Africa. 

Perhaps Aurelius never answered, or perhaps he decided 
against Tychonius for the time being. And so Augustine laid 
the De Doctrina Christiana aside, and then forgot about it in the 
pressure of business until he was writing his Retractations all 
those years later. By that time the Donatist controversy was 
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practically dead. Augustine was an old man of world-wide 
prestige, who could make use of Tychonius the Donatist on his 
own authority without asking Aurelius* permission. So he set to 
and completed the work he had begun at Aurelius’ request as a 
text-book for training clergy in their apostolic duties. 

Against Prof. Marrou then I would say that the De Doctrina 
Christiana is not concerned with Christian education, but much 
more specifically with education in Christianity. More speci¬ 
fically still, it is intended to help the teachers of Christianity 
(quos utilitati ecclesiasticae cupimus erudiri, IV 4); On How To 
Teach Christianity is how I would translate the title. Christianity 
is pre-eminently taught by preaching; so the work leads up to 
the fourth book as to its goal. But Christian preaching is in 
terms of scripture; so the would-be preacher must first be taught 
how to interpret the Bible. And since some, if not most, of the 
clergy are always going to find interpreting the Bible a fearfully 
bewildering business, however many guides to it they are pro¬ 
vided with, it is as well to begin this text-book by telling them 
beforehand the substance, the res^ that they are going to find in 
the Bible. And then if necessary, if they find scripture too hard 
for them altogether, they can preach about these res, God and 
Christ, and faith, hope, and charity, without opening their 
Bibles at all. 

If then there is any educational establishment which the De 
Doctrina Christiana prophetically envisages, I would say it is 
the seminary, not the university. And seminaries could do very 
much worse than use it as a text-book, even today. 
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Es ist bis heute nicht gelungen, in der Darstellung von Au¬ 
gustins Auffassung liber den Staat eine gewisse Einheitlichkeit 
zu erreichen. In der Augustinforschung lassen sich im wesent- 
lichen zwei Linien beobachten, die sich gegenseitig auszu- 
schlieQen scheinen. Nach Meinung der einen Gruppe von Ge- 
lehrten hat Augustin den Gedanken eines christlichen Staates 
vertreten. Wenn man Augustin auch nicht unmittelbar als den 
Ahnherm mittelalterlicher Staatstheorien im Sinne des corjma 
Christianum ansieht, so glaubt man doch, daB Augustin eine 
gewisse Einheit von Romanitas und Christianitas vorgeschwebt 
habe, die ihren Ausdruck finde nicht nur in dem personlichen 
christlichen Glauben einzelner Herrschergestalten, sondem auch 
in einer Verchristlichung des Staates und seiner Institutionen 
als solcher. Ganz anders hat Augustin nach Ansieht einer zweiten 
Gruppe von Grelehrten den irdischen Staat beurteilt. Sie hat sich 
vor allem an der scharfen Kritik orientiert, die Augustin in 
seinem groBen Werk De civitate Dei dem Imperium Romanum 
hat zuteil werden lassen. Sie sieht darin mehr als bloBe Apolo- 
getik, durch welche die heidnischen Vorwiirfe gegen das Christen- 
tum nach dem Falle Roms im Jahre 410 abgewehrt werden 
sollten. Augustin habe vielmehr grundsatzlich auf den Gegensatz 
hinweisen wollen, der zwischen christlichem Glauben und welt- 
lichem Machtstreben obwalte: wahrend jener sich in Demut dem 
hochsten Gut entgegensehne, setze dieses hochmiitig an die 
Stelle des letzten Zieles vorletzte Zweeke. Wenn Augustin auch 
gelegentlich staatliche Hilfe fur die Kirche in Anspruch ge- 
nommen habe, so sei das nicht sowohl seiner grundsatzlichen 
Beurteilung des Staates entsprungen, als vielmehr eine Kon- 
zession an die tatsachlichen Gegebenheiten gewesen, die ein 
Zusammenwirken zwischen Staat und Kirche opportun er- 
scheinen lieBen. 
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Diese beiden Interpretationen von Augustins Beurteilung des 
Staates sind schon seit langem in der Augustinforschung ver- 
treten worden. Um nur einige Beispiele aus alterer Zeit zu 
nennen, so ist vor allem H. Reuter Ende des vorigen Jahr- 
hunderts fiir die zweite Deutung eingetreten. Demnach hat 
Augustin den irdischen Staat nur insoweit anerkannt, als er sich 
der Kirche, in welcher sich der Grottesstaat hier auf Erden dar- 
steUt, unterordnet. Von einem romischen Patriotismus hingegen 
habe Augustin nichts wissen wollen^. Auch E. Troeltsch hat in 
seiner Darstellung der Soziallehren der christlichen Kirchen eine 
ahnliche Auffassung vertreten. Nach Troeltsch bleibt fiir Augustin 
der Staat stets ,,der InbegriflFder ,Welt‘ Lediglich insofem habe 
der Staat im Sinne Augustins positive Bedeutung, als er der Kirche 
eine voile und ungehemmte Tatigkeit ermogliche*^. 

Vertreter der genannten ersten Interpretation sind friiher 
etwa R. Seeberg und O. Schilling gewesen. R. Seeberg hat 
Augustins Beurteilung des Staates mit folgenden Worten wieder- 
gegeben: ,,Was ihm (scil. Augustin) als Ideal vorschwebt, konnte 
man etwa als ,christlichen Staat* bezeichnen“. Der Staat habe in 
der gesamten Antike „religiosen Charakter“ besessen. Das gelte 
noch, wenn auch in eingeschranktem MaBe, fiir Augustin. Seinen 
Ausdruck habe dieser religios-christliche Charakter des Staates im 
augustinischen Verstandnis vor allem in einer christlichen Gesetz- 
gebung finden sollen*. Etwas vorsichtiger hat sich O. Schilling aus- 
gesprochen. In seiner griindlichen Untersuchung iiber Die Staais- 
und SoziaUehre des hi. Augustinus, die freilich Augustins Beurtei¬ 
lung des Staates zu stark der thomistisch-naturrechtlichen Auf¬ 
fassung annahert, redet zwar auch er von einem christlichen Staat. 
Allein, er findet doch, daB Augustin in erster Linie eine Bekehrung 
der Einzelnen zu einem wirklich christlichen Handeln im Auge ge- 
habt habe. Demgegeniiber sei dasZiel einer inneren ,,Umwand- 
lung des ganzen Staatswesens“ und seiner Institutionen als solcher 
fiir Augustin in den Hintergrund getreten^. 

^ H. Reuter, Augustinisohe Studien, Gotha 1887, S. 141 ff. 390. Mit ge- 
wissen Einschrankungen spricht freilich auch Reuter bei Augustin gelegentlich 
von einem christlichen Staat. 

* E. Troeltsch, Die Soziallehren der christlichen Kirchen und Gruppen, 
Gesammelte Schriften Bd. 1, Tubingen 1919, S. 170. 

* R. Seeberg, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, Bd. 2, 4. Aufl., Darmstadt 
1953, S. 479f. 

^ O. Schilling, Die Staats- und SoziaUehre des hi. Augustinus, Freiburg 
1910, S. 94. — Ahnlich auch G. Combos, La Doctrine Politique de St. Augustin, 
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Die neuere Debatte iiber Augustins Beurteilung des Staates 
ist wesentlich durch Kamlahs Untersuchungen liber „Christen- 
tum und Geschichtlichkeit“ bestimmt worden^. Zwar laBt 
Kamlahs Arbeit ofter eine hinreichende Beriicksichtigung der 
zeitgeschichtlichen Umstande vermissen. Sie ist auch im Ein- 
zelnen nicht frei von Fehlurteilen. Aber Kamlah kommt doch das 
Verdienst zu, nachdrucklich auf den eschatologischen Charakter 
der Earche und ihre Zugehorigkeit zur civitas Dei hingewiesen zu 
haben. Von da aus sei Augustin alles andere als der Vorbereiter 
der mittelalterlichen Theorien iiber Staat und Kirche. Vielmehr 
stehe die eschatologische Existenz der Kirche als der civitas Dei 
peregrinans in schroflFem Widerspruch zur staatlichen Selbst- 
behauptung. Rom sei fiir Augustin die civitas terrena schlechthin. 
Die ewige patria des Christen und die irdische patria des Romers 
stiinden in ausschlieBendem Gegensatz zueinander. F. G. Maier 
hat in seinem Buch Augustin und das antike Rom diese Deutung 
Kamlahs aufgenommen und sie naher zu begriinden gesucht, ihr 
freilich auch eine andere Tendenz verliehen, indem er Kamlahs 
These, die „ursprunglich als Argument gegen das Christentum 
gemeint war“, . . . nunmehr „gegen die Formen staatlicher 
Selbstbehauptung“ kehrt, wie R. Lorenz in seiner Rezension 
des Maierschen Buches treffend gesagt hat 2 . An einen christ- 
lichen Staat habe Augustin zu keiner Zeit gedacht®. 

Schien es eine Zeit lang, als ob Kamlahs Interpretation das 
Feld behaupten wiirde, so hat ihr J. Straub lebhaft wider- 
sprochen^. Straub hat auf eine Reihe von Stellen hingewiesen, 
an denen Augustin fur eine Emeuerung des romischen Reiches 
eintritt oder auch darlegt, daB die Christen gerade diejenigen 


Paris 1927, S. lOOfiF., bes. S. 112: «L’Etat chr^tien, en effet, n’est pas celui ob 
le Christ r^gne exterieurement sur la nation par les repr^sentants de son culte; 
c’est celui ou il r^gne int^rieurement dans la conscience du chef, des magistrats 
et de tous les citoyens.* 

^ W. Kamlah, Christentum und Geschichtlichkeit, Stuttgart/Koln 1951. 

* R. Lorenz, Theologische Literaturzeitung 82, 1967, 277. 

’ F. G. Maier, Augustin und das antike Rom, Stuttgart 1955, S. 37, Anm. 4. 

^ J. Straub, Augustins Sorge um die regeneratio imperii, Historisches 
Jahrbuch der Gdrresgesellschaft 73, 1954, 36fif. Cf. auch £. von Ivdnka, 
Rdmische Ideologic in der „Ciyitas Dei“, Augustinus Magister, £d. 3, Paris 
1954, S. 41 Iff. — Der Aufsatz von H.-J. Diesner, Der rdmische „Imperialis- 
mus“ im Urteil Augustins, Wissenschaftliche Zeitschrift der Universitat 
Greifswald 1, 1951/52, 106ff., enthalt fiir unsere Fragestellung nichts Wich- 
tiges. 
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Tugenden besitzen, die fiir die Erhaltung des Staates notwendig 
sind. Allein, Straub ist noch sehr viel weiter gegangen. Nach 
Straub hat sich Augustin nicht nur um eine renovatio, sondem 
auch um eine regeneratio des Reiches im christlichen Sinne des 
Wortes bemiiht. Ja, Augustin habe eine Verchristlichung des 
Staates fiir moglich gehalten. Daher sei zu imterscheiden „zwi- 
schen dem heidnischen Rom“, dem die Kritik Augustins gelte, 
,,und dem Reich der Christiana tempoTa"\ fiir dessen Emeuenmg 
Augustin sich eingesetzt habe^. 

Dieser knappe tJberblick iiber die Interpretation von Augustins 
Beurteilung des Staates erweckt den etwas deprimierenden Ein- 
druck, als ob sich die Debatte im Kreis bewege. GewiB sind in den 
letzten Jahrzehnten manche Fortschritte erzielt worden. Vor 
allem hat Kamlah neue Gesichtspunkte in die Diskussion ge- 
bracht. Aber die Grundpositionen der verschiedenen Deutungen 
haben sich seit dem Ende des letzten Jahrhunderts nicht ver- 
andert. Neue Quellen sind nicht erschlossen worden. Beide 
Gruppen von Forschern kennen durchaus die Belege, auf die sich 
jeweils die Gegenseite beruft. Die Unterschiede in der Deutimg 
von Augustins Staatsauffassimg erklaren sich weithin dadurch, 
daB beide Seiten die vorhandenen Aussagen Augustins in das 
Gesamtbild einordnen, das sie von der augustinischen Theologie 
haben. Entsprechend werden die einen oder anderen AuBenmgen 
je nach der allgemeinen Tendenz, die man in Augustins Be¬ 
urteilung des Staates meint finden zu konnen, interpretiert. 

Merkwiirdigerweise ist in der Debatte jedoch eine Frage bisher 
noch nicht aufgeworfen worden, namlich die: ob sich in Augustins 
Beurteilung des Staates eine Wandlung feststeUen laBt. Die 
Diskussion hat sich iiberwiegend auf De civitate Dei sowie auf die 
Briefe und Predigten konzentriert, die Augustin in der Zeit nach 
410 gehalten hat. Den jungen Augustin hat man dabei fast ganz 
tibersehen. Lediglich Maier hat auch einige AuBerungen Au¬ 
gustins aus der Zeit um 400 herangezogen, ihnen freilich, wie 
noch zu zeigen sein wird, eine imgenugende Deutung zuteil 
werden lassen sowie auch andere einschlagige Aussagen aus der 
Friihzeit unbeachtet gelassen. 

Wir wollen daher im Folgenden zunachst versuchen, ein Bild 
von der Beurteilung des Staates durch den jungen Augustin in 
der Zeit um das Jahr 400 zu geben. Ein solcher Versuch ist 


^ J. Straub, op. cit., S. 45. 
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freilich mit der Schwierigkeit behaftet, daB sich bei dem jungen 
Augustin nur sehr vereinzelte Aussagen iiber den Staat finden. 
Gleichwohl hat es den Anschein, daB sich aus ihnen doch zu- 
raindest die Richtung ablesen laBt, in der Augustin in seiner 
Friihzeit iiber den Staat gedacht hat. Alsdann sollen diese 
AuBerungen aus der Friihzeit mit einigen Aussagen aus der 
ersten Zeit nach 410 und weiterhin mit einigen Gedanken aus 
De civitate Dei sowie anderen spateren Schriften verglichen 
werden. Dabei wird sich, wie wir meinen, ergeben, daB Augustin 
hinsichtlich seiner Beurteilung des Staates eine Wandlung 
durchgemacht hat. Darauf wird dieser Befund zu vergleichen 
sein mit dem, was sich in anderer Hinsicht iiber Wandlungen 
und Entwicklungen in der Theologie Augustins beobachten laBt. 
SchlieBlich ist zu fragen, von welcher Seite der junge Augustin in 
seiner Beurteilung des Staates beeinfluBt worden ist. 

I. 

Eine Reihe wichtiger Aussagen zum Problem des Staates 
findet sich in De catechizandis rvdibua. In dem zweiten Teil 
dieser wahrscheinlich im Jahre 400 verfaBten Schrift teilt 
Augustin bekanntlich eine langere Musterkatechese mit, in 
welcher er erstmalig seine citnto-Konzeption darlegt. Dabei geht 
er mehrfach auf die Frage der irdischen Ordnung und ihres 
Verhaltnisses zur Kirche ein. 

So heiBt es an einer Stelle, daB irdische Konige die Gotzen, 
um deretwillen sie die Christen verfolgten, verlassen haben, den 
einen wahren Gott und Herm Jesus Christus anerkannt haben 
und ihn jetzt verehren^. Durch solche Konige ist der Kirche ein 
freilich nur zeitlicher Friede geschenkt worden, so daB sie in 
geistlicher Weise Hauser bauen sowie Garten und Weinberge 
anlegen kann*. Augustin dlirfte hier vor allem Konstantin im 
Auge haben, aber auch etwa Theodosius. Dankbar erkennt er 
nicht nur die Bekehrung der Herrscher selbst an, sondern auch 

^ De cat. rud. 21, 37 ed. G. ELriiger, Sammlung ausgewahlter kirchen- und 
dogmengeschichtlicher Quellenschriften I 4, 3. Aufl., Tubingen 1934, p. 44, 7ff. 
Ex cuius captivikUis {soil. Babyloniae) occasione ipsi etiam terreni reges desertis 
idolis, pro quibus persequehantur Christianos, unum verum deum et Christum 
dominum coguoverunt et colunt, 

* Ebd. p. 44, 17ff. per ipsos {soil, reges, cf. Anra. 1) dcUa pax est ecclesiae, 
quamvis temporalis, tranquiUitas temporalis ad aedificandas spiritaliter domos 
et plantandos hortos et vineas. 
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die dadurch der Kirche verliehenen neuen Moglichkeiten. Zwar 
ist der Friede, in dem die Kirche jetzt wirken kann, ein ver- 
ganglicher, aber Augustin verrat doch mit keinem Wort, daU 
dieser Friede moglicherweise in absehbarer Zeit voriibergehen 
konnte. 

Maier hat diese Stelle dahingehend interpretiert, daB er fest- 
stellt: ,,Von einer Christianisierung des Staates ist damit nicht 
die Rede. Die Beziehung zwischen beiden Gemeinschaften (scil. 
Staat und Kirche) liegt rein personal im glaubenden Herrscher; 
der im Wesen beider Gruppen eschatologisch begriindete Gegen- 
satz ist historisch nie aufzuheben“^. Allein, wir gewinnen von 
der Staatsauffassung des jungen Augustin doch ein etwas an- 
deres Bild, wenn wir eine zweite Stelle aus De catechizandis rudi- 
bits heranziehen, die Maier libersehen hat. Hier sagt Augustin: 
,,Als in alien Landem zahllose Martyrer fiir die Wahrheit ihres 
Glaubens starben, gaben endlich auch die sie verfolgenden Reiche 
nach und wurden, nachdem der Nacken ihres Hochmuts ge- 
brochen war, zu der Erkenntnis und Verehning Christi bekehrt“ 
Hier ist nicht von einem converti lediglich der reges die Rede, 
sondem von einem converti der regna als solcher. Regnum be- 
deutet bei Augustin zumeist das Reich® bzw. auch den Staat. 
Zwar kann es auch den Sinn von Herrschaft haben, dann steht 
es aber stets im Singular^. Im Plural und sehr oft auch im Sin¬ 
gular bezeichnet es vielmehr in der Regel — ahnlich wie die 
Begriffe res publica oder imperiurn — nicht sowohl eine Personen- 
gemeinschaft als vielmehr eine Institution. Augustin hat denn 
auch spater in De civitale Dei ausdrlicklich zwischen pop^dus 
und res populi unterschieden®. Dabei gehort regnum auf die 
Seite der res populi. Offenbar denkt Augustin daher in De cate- 
ckizandis rudibus an mehr als nur an eine Bekehrung bestimmter 


^ F. G. Metier, op. cit., S. 37. 

* De cat. rud. 24, 44, p. 50, 17 ff. Quihus (scil. die Martyrer) per omnes 
terras innumsrabiliter pro fidei veritate morientibus, etiam ipsa persequentia 
regna cesserunt et ad Christum cognoscendum atque venerandum fracta superbiae 
cervice conversa sunt, 

* Cf. z. B. De cat. rud. 20, 36, p. 42, 20f. in illo terreno regno populi Israel 
maxime eminuit rex David; cf. de consensu evangclistarum 1, 12, 19 (PL 34, 
1061) Gott gibt die temporalis regna, wem er will; de civ. Dei 4, 4 (CC 47,101, 
If.) Eemota itaque iv^titia quid sunt regna nisi magna latrociniaf 

^ Cf. z. B. De cat. rud. 23,42, p. 49, 3f. ... temporalia beneficia terrenumque 
regnum desiderantes a deo ... 

» De civ.Dei 19, 24 (CC 48, 695, Iff. 9ff.). 
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Menschen, namlich auch an eine Verchristlichung des Reiches als 
solchen. Leider laBt Augustin es bei dieser kurzen Bemerkung be- 
wenden. So bleibt unklar, was alles unter den BegrifiF des converti der 
regna fallt. Immerhin laBt sich vermuten, daB Augustin dabei vor 
allem die Gesetzgebung des Staates im Auge gehabt hat. Denn 
die regna waren ja als 'persequentia gekennzeichnet, die Verfol- 
gung aber kam in den Gesetzen des Reiches zum Ausdruck. Das 
converti muB sich daher in neuen Gesetzen aussprechen. Dariiber 
hinaus aber diirfte der ganz allgemein gehaltene Ausdruck, daB 
die regna zur Erkenntnis und Verehrung Christi bekehrt worden 
sind, an die verschiedensten staatlichen Ordnungen und Ein- 
richtungen denken lassen. Daraus ergibt sich aber auch zwangs- 
laufig, daB ein solcher zum christlichen Glauben bekehrter Staat 
fiir die Kirche besondere Bedeutung hat. 

Weitere Belege fiir die Staatsauffassung des jungen Augustin 
finden sich in seiner ebenfalls wohl im Jahre 400 verfaBten 
Schrift De consenm evangeliatarum. Dort setzt sich Augustin 
einmal mit den — wie er sagt — wenigen Heiden auseinander, die 
es noch gibt, und weist sie darauf hin, daB der Gott Israels durch 
das Evangelium Christi in der Gegenwart allenthalben die 
Gotzenbilder der Heiden zerstort; so hat Gott auch das Im- 
perium Romanum durch Christus, den Konig, seinem Namen 
unterworfen und es bekehrt, um die Gotzenbilder zu beseitigen^ 
Auch hier spricht Augustin also davon, daB das romische Reich 
als solches bekehrt worden ist. OflFenbar nimmt also unter den 
regna, die Gott zum christlichen Glauben bekehrt hat, das 
romische Reich einen bevorzugten Platz ein. Jedenfalls zeigt 
sich in dieser Bekehrung des romischen Reiches, wie Augustin 
in derselben Schrift an anderer Stelle ausftihrt, die Erfiillung 
alttestamentlicher VerheiBungen uber das Herzukommen der 
Heiden zum Volk Gottes*. Die Propheten haben geweissagt, daB 


^ De consensu evangelistanim 1,14, 21 (PL 34,1051 f.) per Christi evan¬ 
gelium ... nunc ipse Deus Israel vbiquc delet idola gentium ... Ita et regnum 
saeerdotiumque propheticae gentis abstulit {sciL Deus), quia iam qui per earn pro- 
miUebaJtur, advenerat; et Romanum imperium, a quo gens ilia victa est, per 
Christum regem suo nomini subiugavit, alque ad evertenda idola, propter quorum 
honorem sacra eius recepta non erant, chriatianae fidei robore ac devotione con- 
vertit. 

* Ebd.l, 26, 40 (PL 34, 1060) Neque enim temporibus christianis, sed tanto 
ante praedictum est, quod per Christianoa impleatur ... Ecce nunc fit, ecce nunc 
gentes ab extremo terrae veniunt ad Chriatum ita dicentes (cf. Jerem. 16, 19), et 
simulacra frangentes. 
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einst in den Christiana tempora die Heiden sich von ihren Gotzen- 
bildem abwenden und dem wahren Grott zukehren werden, und 
das ist jetzt Wirklichkeit geworden^. 

Allein, Augustin hat schon in seiner Fruhzeit durchaus die 
Grenzen gesehen, die der staatlichen Gewalt auch in einem christ- 
lichen Staat gezogen sind. Wiederholt fuhrt er, wenn er auf das 
Problem des Verhaltnisses zwischen Staat und Kirche zu sprechen 
kommt, Rom. 13 an. Bezeichnenderweise sieht er in der Mahnung 
des Apostels Paulus, daB jedermann der Obrigkeit untertan sein 
soil, einen Hinweis auf die Knechtsgestalt, die der Kirche hier 
auf Erden eigen ist. Freilich hat Augustin gerade in diesem 
Punkte bereits in der Zeit vor 400 manche Wandlungen durch- 
gemacht. In De vera religione, wohl 390 geschrieben, sieht er in der 
gegeniiber dem Staat geforderten Gehorsamsleistung lediglich 
eine servitus corporis, nicht jedoch eine servitus animae^. In der 
etwa 394/395 verfaBten Schrift Expositio quarundam propo- 
sitionum ex Epistola ad Romanos findet Augustin in Stellen wie 
Rom. 13 eine Abwehr gegen ein MiBversttofinis der christlichen 
Freiheit: Paulus will vor der superbia wamen, und darum hat 
jeder, solange er in diesem Leben weilt, den ihm gesetzten Autori- 
taten zu gehorchen. Stellte Augustin in De vera religione die 
Knechtschaft der Seele der Knechtschaft des Leibes entgegen, 
so stehen sich hier nunmehr der von Menschen und der von 
Gott geforderte Grehorsam gegeniiber: nur im Konfliktsfall ist 
dem Staat der Gehorsam zu verweigern, im iibrigen aber ist die 
Autoritat des Staates durchaus anzuerkennen®. In De caiechi- 
zandis rudibus dagegen heiBt es, daB die babylonische Glefangen- 

1 Ebd. 1,16, 24 (PL 34,1062) u. 6. 

• De vera religione 66, 111 (PL34,171) Quare si omnibuspotestatibus, quae 
dantur hominibus ad regendam rempublicam, pro nostro vinculo svbdiii sumtis, 
reddentes Caesari quod Caesaris est, et Deo quod Dei est, non est meiuendum ne 
hoc post mortem nostrum aliquis exigat, Et aliud est servitus animate aliud 
servitus corporis, 

’ Expositio quarund. propos. ex Epist. ad Rom. 72 (PL 36, 2083f.), cf. 
auch Confessiones 3, 8, 16 ed. J. Bemhart, Miinchen 1966, S. 122 Si enim 
regi licet in civitate, cui regnat, iubere aliquid, quod neque ante ilium quisquam 
nec ipse umquam iusserat, et non contra societatem civitatis eius obtemperatur^ 
immo contra societatem non obtemperatur — generale quippe pactum est societatis 
humanae oboedire regibus suis — quanto magis deo regnatori universae creaturae 
suae ad ea quae iusserit sine dubitatione serviendum est! Sicut enim in potestati- 
bus societatis humanae maior potestas minori ad oboediendum praeponitur, ita 
deus omnibus, S. dazu Th. M. Parker, St. Augustine and the Conception of 
Unitary Sovereignty, Augustinus Magister, Bd. 2, Paris 1964, S. 961 ff. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



Zu Augustins Staatsauffassung 


455 


schafb ein Sinnbild dafiir sei, daB die Kirche Christi in alien ihren 
Heiligen, welche Biirger des himmlischen Jerusalem sind, unter 
den Konigen dieser Welt werde dienen mtissen^. Zum Beleg 
ftir diese Auffassung zitiert Augustin unmittelbar nach dieser 
Feststellung Rom. 13,1, daB jedermann der Obrigkeit untertan 
sein soli. Damit hat Augustins Auslegung der neutestamentlichen 
Aussagen liber den Grehorsam gegeniiber der irdischen Obrigkeit 
eine bedeutsame Wandlung erfahren. An die Stelle einer auf das 
Individuum Bezug nehmenden Exegese ist in der Auslegung die 
Kirche als solche getreten, die sich hier auf Erden irdischen 
Gewalten beugen muB. Das ist jedoch keineswegs nur Knecht- 
schaft. Vieimehr erfahrt die Kirche von seiten des Staates auch 
viel Gutes, wie Augustin ja gerade in De catechizandis rvdibua, 
worauf wir schon hingewiesen haben, ausflihrt. 

Wir konnen daraus schlieBen, daB Augustin in den letzten 
Jahren vor 400 angefangen hat, in der Beziehung zwischen 
Staat und Kirche einen Ausdruck fiir die gegenwartige Knechts- 
gestalt der Kirche zu finden. Dabei ist es jedoch nicht so, wie 
Maier vermutet hat, daB Augustin diese Knechtsgestalt als 
wesentlich durch Rom bedingt ansieht^. Von einer Kritik oder 
einer abwertenden Stellungnahme gegeniiber Rom findet sich 
weder in De catechizandis rudibus noch in den anderen Friih- 
schriften Augustins aus dieser Zeit irgend etwas. Was an 
kritischen oder limitierenden Aussagen begegnet, ist vieimehr all- 
gemein gehalten und lediglich in das Schema der Kategorien 
Verganglich — Unverganglich einzuordnen. 

AbschlieBend konnen wir liber die Staatsauffassung Augustins 
um die Zeit von 400 feststellen, daB flir Augustin der Staat ein 
zeitliches Gut ist, das allerdings nur dann seinen Wert hat, wenn 
es frei von superbia ist; daB Augustin nicht nur mit einer Be- 
kehrung einzelner Menschen im Staate rechnet, sondern auch mit 
einer Christianisierung des Staates als solchen; daB diese Christi- 
anisierung des Staates insbesondere im romischen Reich Wirk- 
lichkeit geworden ist und daB in diesem Ereignis prophetische 
VerheiBungen ihre Erflillung gefunden haben. Demnach dlirfte 
sich die Bedeutung, die das romische Reich flir die christliche 
Kirche hat, nicht darin erschopfen, daB einzelne Menschen, ins- 

^ De cat. rud. 21, 37, p. 43, 16 ff. Hoc aviem totum (soil, die babylonische 
Crefangenschaft) significahat ecclesiam Christi in omnibus sanctis eius, 
qui sunt cives lerusalem caelestis, servituram fuisse sub regibus huius saeculi, 

• F. G. Maier, op. cit., S. 37f. 
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besondere auch die Kaiser, Christen geworden sind. Vielmehr 
befindet sich das christlich gewordene romische Reich in groBer 
Nahe zur Kirche: insofem es christlich ist, gehort es selbst mit 
zur Kirche und gehort auch die Kirche mit zum Reich. 

GewiB sind es auf das Ganze gesehen nur vereinzelte Aus- 
sagen, die sich den Fruhschriften entnehmen lieBen. Immerhin 
zeigen doch die in mehreren Schriften begegnenden AuBerungen 
die Richtung an, in der Augustin damals gedacht hat. Wenn er 
nicht ausfiihrlicher liber den Staat gesprochen hat, so liegt das 
daran, daB der Staat flir ihn damals noch nicht zum Problem 
geworden ist. Gerade diese Tatsache aber ist auBerordentlich 
bezeichnend und dlirfte eine Bestatigung dafur sein, daB wir die 
wenigen Aussagen des jungen Augustin liber den Staat nicht 
liberinterpretiert haben. Nichts deutet auf die umfassende 
Kritik hin, die Augustin spater am Imperium Romanum uben 
sollte. 


II. 

Ganz anders lauten schon die ersten AuBerungen Augustins 
nach der Eroberung Roms. Das tritt bereits in dem berlihmten 
Sermo 105 aus dem Jahre 410 zutage, den Augustin unmittelbar 
unter dem Eindruck der grauenhaften Ereignisse in Rom gehalten 
hat. Maier und Straub haben gerade liber diese Predigt ihre 
Kontroverse geflihrt. Wahrend Maier in ihr vor allem einen Ver- 
such Augustins sieht, den „BIick des Christen vom irdischen 
Patriotismus als etwas Unwesentlichem auf ewige Dinge“ hin- 
zulenken^, hat Straub mit Recht darauf hingewiesen, daB 
Augustin sich gerade in dieser Predigt um eine Erneuerung des 
romischen Reiches besorgt zeigt^. Augustin sagt: „Greblieben ist 
der Staat, der uns auf fleischliche Weise hervorgebracht hat. 
Dank sei Gott daflir! Wenn er doch auch auf geistliche Weise 
(scil. neu) geschaflfen imd mit uns in die Ewigkeit hinlibergehen 
wlirde!“®. Straub spricht im Blick auf diese Stelle davon, daB 
nicht niu* wir alle „durch die Taufe zu Gliedem der Gottes- 
gemeinde werden konnen“, sondern daB „auch im libertragenen 
Siim ein Staat, ein Reich getauft werden“ kann*. Betrachtet 


^ F. G. Maier, op. cit., S. 61. • J. Straub, op. cit., S. 56. 

* Sermo 105, 7, 9 (PL 38, 622) Manet civitas quae nos camaliter genuit, Deo 
gratias. Utinam et spiritualiter generetur, et nobiscum transeat ad aetemitatem. Si 
non manet civitas quae nos camaliter genuit, manet quae nos spiritualiter genuit. 
^ J. Straub, op. cit., S. 56. 
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man Augustins AuBerung in dieser Predigt lediglich flir sich, so 
konnte diese Interpretation als gerechtfertigt erscheinen. Ganz 
anders stellt sich die Sache jedoch dar, wenn man diese AuBerung 
auf dem Hintergrund der Aussagen des jungen Augustin sieht. 
Denn dann zeigt sich, daB Augustin hinsichtlich seiner Beur- 
teilung des Staates in der Zwischenzeit eine Wandlung durch- 
gemacht haben muB. Wahrend Augustin in der Friihzeit dachte, 
daB irdische Staaten wirklich als solche verchristlicht werden 
konnen, und von der Christianisierung mancher regna als von 
einem abgeschlossenen ProzeB sprechen konnte, auBert er jetzt 
nur mehr den Wunsch, daB das romische Reich doch auf geist- 
liche Weise neu geschaflFen werden moge. Das, was dem jimgen 
Augustin in der Gregenwart bereits verwirklicht schien, ist jetzt 
lediglich eine HoflFnung fiir die Zukunft. Berucksichtigt man die- 
sen Zusammenhang, dann gewinnt die Aussage in dieser Predigt 
geradezu einen irrealen Sinn: utinam — wenn es doch geschehen 
mochte, daB der irdische Staat geistlich emeuert wCirde! Nichts 
deutet darauf hin, daB Augustin glaubt, dieser Wunsch konne 
in Erfiillung gehen. 

In dieselbe Richtung weisen auch andere AuBerungen 
Augustins in dieser Predigt. So erinnert der Bischof seine Ge- 
meinde daran, daB irdische Reiche sich standig wandeln, daB 
aber der kommen wird, dessen regnum kein Ende haben wird^. 
Oder Augustin sagt, daB Gott darum irdischem Gliick Bitteres 
beimischt, damit eine andere felicitas gesucht werde, die nicht 
triigt, daB aber der mundtts stets versucht, sich von Gott abzu- 
wenden und sich zuriickzukehren (retro convertere)^. Dem heid- 
nischen Vorwurf, daB in den Christiana tempora alles zugnmde- 
gehe, begegnet Augustin mit der Feststellung, daB Gott nicht 
verheiBen hat, daB diese Dinge nicht zugrundegehen werden. 

Bedeutsam sind in diesem Zusammenhang auch die Aus- 
ftihrungen, die Augustin in der Enarratio zu Ps. 51 macht, die 
nach S. Zarb auf Januar 413 zu datieren ist^. Einmal findet sich 


^ Sermo 106, 7, 9 (PL 38, 622) HaberU mtUcUionea terrena regna: veniet iUe 
de quo dictum eat, Et regni eiua non erit finia (Luc. 1, 33). 

‘ Sermo 105, 6, 8 (PL 38, 621) Ideo enim Deua felicitatibua terrenia amaritu- 
dinea miacety ut alia quaeralur felicitas, cuiua dulcedo non eat fallax: et de ipaia 
amaritudinibua conatur mundua avertere ah eo quod intendia in anleriora, el relro 
convertere. 

’ S. Zarb, Chronologia Enarrationum S. Augustini in Psalmos, Valetta 
(Malta) 1948; zit. nach CC 38, p. XVll. 

30 stadia Patrletlca VI 
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hier der Gredanke, daB der irdische Staat der civitas terrena zu- 
zuzahlen ist, und zwar gilt das auch von dem romischen Reich 
unter den christlichen Kaisern^. Zweifellos ist das weder damals 
noch spater alles gewesen, was Augustin iiber den irdischen 
Staat zu sagen hatte. Augustin konnte auch in den Jahren nach 
410 viel Positives iiber die Aufgaben des irdischen Staates sagen, 
wie er sich auch in praktischer Hinsicht z. B. in der Zeit des 
Vandaleneinfalles die Verteidigung des romischen Reiches hat 
angelegen sein lassen. Das soli durchaus nicht verkannt werden. 
Aber die Einordnung des irdischen Staates in die civitas terrena 
bleibt doch bestehen. Augustin hat nunmehr einen absoluten 
und einen relativen MaBstab, mit dem er den Staat beurteilt. 
Mit absolutem MaBstab gemessen, fallt auch das romische Reich, 
in dem christliche Herrscher regieren, unter das Verdikt, zur 
civitas terrena zu gehoren. Relativ betrachtet, stellt der irdische 
Staat gleichwohl ein Gut dar, das auch flir die civitas caelestis 
peregrinans positive Bedeutung haben kann. 

Nicht minder wichtig ist ein anderer Gedanke, den Augustin 
ebenfalls in der Enarratio zu Ps. 51 auBert. Er sagt dort: ,,In 
dieser Welt sind beide Reiche miteinander vermischt; der Leib 
des irdischen Reiches und der Leib des himmlischen Reiches 
sind untereinander vermischt. Das himmlische Reich seufzt unter 
den Biirgern des irdischen Reiches, und zuweilen — denn auch das 
darf nicht verschwiegen werden — zwingt das irdische Reich die 
Burger des himmlischen Reiches gleichsam zur Fronknecht- 
schaft, wie auch das himmlische Reich (scil. zuweilen) die Burger 
des irdischen Reiches zur Fronknechtschaft zwingt“*. Sehr in- 
teressant ist die Interpretation, die Augustin selbst dieser Aus- 
sage kurz darauf gibt. Was das Erste betrifift die Fronknecht¬ 
schaft, zu der der irdische Staat Burger des Gottesreiches 
zwingt —, so weist Augustin auf Joseph in Agypten sowie auf 
Daniel hin, die beide in fremdem Lande die negotia regis zu 
besorgen hatten imd insofem Knechtsdienste leisten muBten. 
Fiir das Zweite — namlich die Fronknechtschaft, zu der das 
himmlische Reich Burger des irdischen Reiches zwingt — zitiert 


1 Enarr. in Ps. 51, 4. 6 (CC 39, 625ff.). 

• Enarr. in Ps. 51, 4 (CC 39, 625, lOflf.) in hoc saeciUo cives utriusque reqni 
permixti sunt; corpus regni terreni, et corpus regni caelestis commixtum est. 
Regnum caeleste yemit inter cives regni terreniy el aliquando {nam et hoc tacendum 
non est) quodammodo regnum terrenum angariat cives regni caelorum, et regnum 
caeleste angariat cives regni terreni. 
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Augustin das Wort des Apostels Paulus Phil. daB einige 

Christus nur aus Neid verkiindigen und nicht aus guter Meinung. 
Es sind also auch an dieser Stelle nicht die Institutionen als 
solche, die der civitas caelestis auf Erden Fronknechtschaft 
leisten miissen, sondern lediglich einzelne Personen. 

III. 

Die Linien, die wir in Sermo 105 und Enarratio 51 festgestellt 
haben, sind von Augustin dann in seinem groBen Werk De civitate 
Dei kraftig ausgezogen worden. Wir wollen nunmehr zum Ver- 
gleich mit den Aussagen des j ungen Augustin iiber den Staat 
einige Gedanken aus De civitate Dei und anderen zeitgenossischen 
Schriften Augustins heranziehen. 

Zweifellos stellt auch fiir den alten Augustin die Wendung, die 
in der Politik des Reiches mit Konstantins XJbertritt zum 
Christentum begonnen hat, ein sehr bedeutsames Ereignis dar. 
Das zeigt sich in verschiedener Hinsicht. Beispielsweise redet 
Augustin auch spater von Imperatores Christiani^. Oder er 
betont, daB im Gegensatz zu der Zeit der Apostel in der Gegen- 
wart die weltlichen Herrscher dem Herrn dienen^. Wie dieser 
dem Herm geleistete Dienst der fuhrenden Manner im Staate 
aussiehtj dariiber geben die Mahnungen AufschluB, die Augustin 
an einige Staatsmanner gerichtet hat. In seiner 414 verfaBten 
ep. 155 mahnt Augustin Makedonius, den Prokonsul Afrikas 
und Nachfolger des hingerichteten Marcellinus, er solle sich 
nicht damit begniigen, sich um das leibliche Wohl seiner Schutz- 
befohlenen zu ktimmern; dann sei seine Tugend nicht wahr- 
haftig und jene hatten keine wahre Gliickseligkeit. Als Staats- 
mann diirfe er nicht glauben, daB es ihn nichts angehe, wozu die 
Menschen die Ruhe, die er ihnen verschafiFt, beniitzen; d. h. er 
solle sich darum ktimmern, daB sie den wahren Gott anbeten®. 
Oder Augustin hat spater den General Bonifatius ermahnt, er solle 
nicht den Staatsdienst verlassen und in ein Kloster gehen, wie er es 
vorhatte, da er im Staatsdienst der Kirche Gottes von groBerem 
Nutzen sei^. Oder Augustin auBert in ep. 138, daB die Christen 
sich der irdischen Tugenden nicht nur um des Staates willen 

1 Z. B. ep. 138, 3,16 (CSEL44, 142, 4); ep. 186, 2, 6 (CSEL 57, 6, 16). 

* Ep. 185, 5, 20 (CSEL 57,18, lOfif.) Cum Hague nondum reges domino 
servirent temporibus apoatolorumy aed adhuc meditarerUur inania adversua eum 
et adveraua Chriatum eiua ... 

* Ep. 155,3,10 (CSEL 44,440,3ff.). ^ Ep.220,3 (CSEL67,433,2flf.). 

80 * 
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befleiBigen, sondern auch um das ewige Heil zu erlangen^. Mit 
Recht hat Straub auf eine Stelle desselben Briefes die Auf- 
merksamkeit gelenkt, wo Augustin mit Nachdruck darauf hin- 
weist, daB die doctrina Christi der res jncblica nicht entgegen- 
gesetzt sei^. Ja, der alte Augustin hat sich manchmal noch 
scharfer iiber den Wandel ausgesprochen, der im 4. Jahrhundert 
mit dem romischen Reich vor sich gegangen ist. Hatte Augustin 
schon in seiner Frtihzeit dfter von den Christiana t^mpora ge- 
redet®, so findet sich diese Terrainologie auch spater noch bei 
Augustin^. Oder Augustin spricht etwa davon, daB sich die 
Haretiker zu Unrecht iiber die Bedrangnis beschweren, die sie 
von den potestates Christiarme zu leiden haben, da es sich nur um 
eine korperliche Bedrangnis handle. Wie sollten die potestaies 
zudem, wenn sie anders handelten, Gott fiir ihr itnperium Rechen- 
schaft ableisten?® Gerade dieser letzte Satz zeigt jedoch, daB 
unter den potestates nicht irgendwelche Institutionen, sondern 
die Herrscher selbst zu verstehen sind. Oder Augustin kann 
sagen, daB durch Christi Kommen die Welt eine andere ge- 
worden sei* oder daB das romische Reich durch Gottes Gnade 
christlich sei’. 

^ Ep. 138, 3, 17 (CSEL 44, 144, 

• Ep. 138, 2, 15 (CSEL 44, 141, 16ff.) proinde, qui doctrin-am Christi ad- 
versam dicunt esse rei publicae, dent exercitum talem, quales doctrina Christi esse 
milites iussit; dent tales provinciaUs, tales maritos, tales eoniuges, tales parentes, 
tales filioSj tales dominos, tales servos, tales reges, tales indices, tales denique debi- 
torum ipsius fisci redditores et exactores, quales esse praecepit doctrina Chri¬ 
stiana, et audeant earn dicere adversam esse rei publicae, immo veto dvbiiant con- 
fiteri magnam, si ei obtemperetur, salutem esse rei publicae, Cf. Straub, op. cit., 
S. 44. 

• Cf. z. B. De vera rei. 3, 3 (PL 34, 123). 

« Cf. z. B. Sermo 105, 6, 8 (PL 38, 622); ep. Ill, 2 (CSEL 34, 645, 2); De 
civ. Dei 1,1 (CC 47, 2, 19f.); 1, 7 ebd. p. 6, 10 (Christianum tempos) u. 6. 

• Tract, in Job. Ev. 11, 14 (CC 36, 119, Iff.) Mirantur autem (scil. die Ha¬ 
retiker, bes. die Donatisten) quia commoventur potestates Christianas adversus 
detestandos dissipatores ecclesiae. Non ergo moverenturf Et quomodo redderent 
rationem de imperio suo Deof Intendat Caritas vestra quid dicam, quia pertinet 
hoc ad reges saeculi christianos, ut temporihus suis pacatam velint matrem suam 
ecclesiam, unde spiritvaliter nati sunt. Von dieser Grundkonzeption her sind 
auch AuBerungen zu verstehen wie ep. 93, 5, 19 (CSEL 34, 464, 13f.) immo 
Servian! rege^ terras Christo, etiam leges ferendo pro Christo. 

• Sermo 96, 6, 6 (PL 38, 587) Christus autem venit . . . Et foetus est alter 
mundus; cf. ep. 185, 4, 16 (CSEL 57, 15, 7), wo Augustin von dem orbis 
christianus spricht. 

’ De gratia Christi et de peccato originali 2, 17, 18 (PL 44, 394) Romanum 
Imperium, quod Deo propitio christianum est. 
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Solche AuBerungen scheinen in die Nahe der Aussagen von 
Augustins Friihzeit zu fiihren. Allein, es gibt hier doch bestimmte 
Unterschiede, die man nicht auBer Acht lassen darf. Einmal ist 
etwa der BegriflF der Christiana tempora im iibertragenen Sinne 
zu verstehen. In einer Predigt sagt Augustin: ,,L&Bt uns gut 
leben, dann sind auch die Zeiten gut. Wir sind die Zeiten: 
wie wir beschafifen sind, so sind auch die Zeiten beschaflFen“^. 
Sodann findet sich ofter gerade an Stellen, wo Augustin z. B. 
von ,,christlichen Zeiten“ redet, eine Kritik an der Welt. So 
etwa in ep. Ill, wo es heiBt, daB in den Christiana tempora die 
Welt dem Knecht nach Luk. 12,47f. gleicht, der den Willen 
seines Herrn kennt, gleichwohl aber Strafwurdiges tut^. Doch 
abgesehen von solchen Einzelbeobachtungen ist vor allem auf 
eines hinzuweisen: so weit ich sehe, begegnet bei dem alten 
Augustin nirgends die Redeweise, daB ganze Reiche zur Erkennt- 
nis und Verehrung Christi bekehrt worden sind oder daB Gott 
das Imperium Romanum seinem Namen unterworfen und es 
bekehrt hat, wie Augustin es in seiner Friihzeit behauptet hatte, 
beide Male unter Verwertung des BegriflFes converters, Es diirfte 
nicht geniigen, zwischen den Fnihschriften imd den Werkennach 
410 lediglich eine Wandlimg der Ausdrucksweise anzimehmen. 
Vielmehr muB auch eine Wandlung in Augustins Staatsauf¬ 
fassung als solcher vor sich gegangen sein. Das zeigt sich iibrigens 
auch daran, daB der alte Augustin sich sehr viel vorsichtiger aus- 
driickt, wenn er von der Erfiillung alttestamentlicher Weis- 
sagimgen in der Gegenwart redet. Wirhatten darauf hingewiesen, 
daB der junge Augustin im Blick auf Jerem. 16,19 die Ver- 
heiBimgen des Alten Testamentes iiber das Herzukommen der 
Heiden in der Bekehrung des Imperium Romanum erfiillt sah*. 
Sehr viel niichtemer spricht Augustin in De civitate Dei 18,33 
unter Berufung auf dieselbe alttestamentliche Stelle einfach 
davon, daB die VerheiBung der Berufung der Heiden in Er- 


^ Sermo 80, 8 (PL 38, 498) Bene vivamus, et bona sunt tempora. Nos sumus 
tempora: quotes sumus, talia sunt tempora, 

• Ep. Ill, 2 (CSEL 34, 645, 

’ a, das oben S. 453 Anm. 1 genannte Zitat aus De cons. ev. 1, 14, 21 
(PL 34, 1051 f.); s. ebd. 1, 25, 39f. (PL 34,1060): die VerheiBungen, die Gott 
im alten Bund gab, sind schon erfiillt, namlich z. B. die VerheiBung von 
Glen. 22, 18. Zuletzt ist das semen gekommen, cui promissum est, in quo bene- 
dicerentur omnes gentes et paXrum suorum simulacra sponte confringerent (cf. 
auch oben S. 453 Anm. 2). 
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fiillung gegangen ist, ohne dabei irgendwie auf das romische 
Reich zu verweisen^. 

Ehe wir auf den Inhalt der veranderten Beurteilung des 
Staates durch Augustin weiter eingehen, seien noch einige 
Ziige aus De civitate Dei kurz erwahnt. Von den Vertretern der 
Auffassung, daB Augustin das Ideal eines christlichen Staates 
entworfen habe, wird gern hingewiesen auf den BegrifiF des iustum 
imperium, der sich bei Augustin ofter findet Ohne hier in eine 
nahere Erorterung iiber dieses Problem eintreten zu wollen, sei 
nur eines hervorgehoben, daB sich namlich gerade an dieser 
Stelle ein betrachtlicher Unterschied zwischen dem fruhen und 
dem spaten Augustin zeigt. Selbst wenn man zugesteht, daB der 
alte Augustin die Existenz eines iustum imperium flir moglich 
gehalten habe, so bleibt dieser BegrifiF doch noch immer weit 
zuriick hinter der Auffassung der Fruhschriften, daB ganze rejgna 
bekehrt worden sind. Tatsachlich hat es aber den Anschein, daB 
der alte Augustin, wenn er sich positiv iiber den Staat ausspricht, 
eher ein bloBes Ideal im Auge hat, als daB er denkt, daB dieses 
Ideal jemals verwirklicht worden ist oder verwirklicht werden 
konnte. Das zeigt sich besonders etwa an De civitate Dei 4,3, wo 
Augustin auf die Frage eingeht, welcher Staat wahrhaft gliicklich 
ist. Augustin fiihrt dabei zunachst aus, wahres Gliick konne nicht 
dort sein, wo Menschen standig in Kriegsimruhen und Angst 
dahinleben mtissen. Darauf schildert er zwei verschiedene 
Staaten im Bilde zweier Menschen. Der eine ist reich. Er bringt 
sein Leben in Angst und Sorge zu und wird doch immer wieder 


^ De civ. Dei 18, 33 (CC 48, 627, 26ff.). De vocatione etiam gentium^ quae 
fuerat futura et earn nunc impletam cemimus, sic locutus est (folgt Jer. 16,19). 
Cf. auch De civ. Dei 16,16 (CC 48, 520, 15fif.), wo sich Augustin iiber die Er- 
fiillung alttestamentlicher Weissagungen ebenfalls sehr vorsichtig aussspricht: 
Abraham ist verheiBen, quod pater est non unius gentis Israeliticae, sed omnium 
gentium, quae fidei eius vestigia consequuntur; De civ. Dei 16, 21 (ebd. p. 523, 
19fif.) mit Bezug auf die AbrahamsverheiBung: Quis enim non videat, quam sit 
incomparabiliter amplior harenae numerus, quam potest esse hominum omnium 
ab ipso Adam usque ad terminum saeculif Quanto ergo magis quam semen 
Abrahae, non solum quod pertinet ad Isra^iticam gentem, verum etiam quod est 
et futurum est secundum imitationem fidei toto orbe terrarum in omnibus gen- 
tibus / 

“ Cf. z. B. ep. 138, 2, 14 (CSEL44, 141, 5ff.) cum veto evertit (scil, Deus) 
svJbsidium vitiorum et copiosas libidines inopes reddit, misericorditer adversatur; 
misericorditer enim, si fieri posset, etiam beUa gererentur a bonis, ut licentiosis 
cupiditatibus domitis haec vitia perderentur, quae iusto imperio vet extirpari vet 
premi debuerunt. 
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von neuer Begierde erfiillt. So sinnt er standig auf Streit und 
Feindschaft. Dadurch kann er zwar sein Vermogen ins Un- 
gemessene vermehren, in demselben MaBe aber wachsen auch 
seine Sorgen. Der andere hingegen ist arm oder viebnehr maBig 
begtitert. Er ist mit dem, was er hat, znfrieden, ist fromm, 
sparsam, kensch an Sitten und sicheren Gewissens. Er begehrt 
nichts und lebt mit jedermann in Frieden. Dieser maBig Be- 
giiterte ist glucklich, nicht jener Reiche. Man mag dariiber 
streiten, ob dies alles mehr ist als ein Wunschbild, das Augustin 
zeichnet — ims wenigstens erscheint das sehr fragwiirdig —, auf 
jeden Fall ware doch, selbst wenn dieser Wunsch Wirklichkeit 
wlirde, noch kein christlicher Staat geschaffen, sondem alien- 
falls ein Staat, in dem eine mehr oder weniger groBe Anzahl 
von Christen lebt. Sehr bezeichnend ist es, daB Augustin un- 
mittelbar im AnschluB an das Bild, das er von den beiden 
Mannem zeichnet, davon spricht, daB es ein Gluck ist, wenn die 
Regierenden Christen sind, und zwar ein Gliick in erster Linie 
nicht fiir sie selbst, sondern vor allem fiir die von ihnen Regierten. 
Augustin lenkt den Blick damit von der Betrachtung des Staates 
als solchen ab und richtet ihn ganz auf die Menschen, die in ihm 
regieren und regiert werden. 

In diesem Zusammenhang ist auch der beruhmte Herrscher- 
spiegel aus dem 5. Buch von De civitate Dei von Bedeutung. 
Glucklich sind die christlichen Kaiser zu nennen, sofern sie 
gerecht regieren, sich freihalten von Hocbmut und Gott fiirchten, 
lieben und verehren^, Auch hier sagt Augustin nichts davon, daB 
ein christlicher Kaiser seinen Glauben durch eine umfassende 
Verchristlichung des Reiches unter Beweis stellen miiBte. Viel- 
mehr sind es stets die Menschen, um die es Augustin geht, sowie 
die Herstellung gerechter und geordneter Verhaltnisse. Ein 
Gleiches gilt fiir die sehr zugespitzte Aussage Augustins, daB es 
die Aufgabe der christlichen Kaiser sei, ihre potestas fiir die Aus- 
breitung der Gottesverehrung einzusetzen*. So sehr Augustin 
hierin von den christlichen Herrschern weit mehr verlangt als 
lediglich ein gerechtes Regiment, so ist doch gerade auch an 
dieser Stelle von einer Verchristlichung des Staates selber nicht 
die Rede. Vielmehr erinnert Augustin die Kaiser an ihre Christen- 
pflicht, der sie sich auch in ihrem hohen Staatsamt nicht ent- 

1 De civ. Dei 5, 24 (CC 47, 160, Iff.). 

* Ebd. p. 160,12fif.... M suam potestatem ad Dei cvUum maxime dUatandum 
maieaiati eiua famulam faciunt. 
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ziehen dtirfen. GewiB soli und darf die Kirche die Vorteile, die 
sich ihr aus einer solchen Lage ergeben, voll und ganz ausnutzen. 
Aber sie wird sich dariiber im Uaren sein mlissen, daO solche 
Zeiten voriibergehen konnen, wie denn Augustin sehr im Unter- 
schied zu seinem Schuler Orosius durchaus nicht damit rechnet, 
daB die Kirche keine Verfolgungen mehr zu erwarten habe: 
vielmehr werde es zu alien Zeiten Verfolgungen geben^. 

Daneben sind nim aber auch andere Aussagen zu beriick- 
sichtigen, in denen Augustin eine deutliche Abgrenzung zwischen 
der civitas Dei bzw. der ecclesia auf der einen und dem romischen 
Reich auf der anderen Seite vollzieht. Es wurde schon erwahnt, 
daB in der Enarratio zu Ps. 51 Augustin auch das christliche 
Imperium der civitas terrena zurechnet. In De civitate Dei ist ihm 
Bom sogar, wie er im 15. Buch ausflihrt, das Haupt der civitas 
terrena^. Zwar kann Augustin im 18. Buch neben Rom auch 
Assur als Hauptrepr^entanten der civitas terrena nennen. Aber 
schon die Tatsache, daB Assur hier als das erste Rom bezeichnet 
wird, bestatigt doch die Feststellung, daB Rom die civitas terrena 
auf Erden darstellt*. 

Straub hat durchaus mit Recht an Maiers DarsteUung 
bemangelt, daB sie einseitig Augustins Kritik an Rom behandelt. 
Seinerseits ist Straub aber in den entgegengesetzten Fehler 
verfaUen, indem er nicht minder einseitig Augustins Sorge um 
die renovaiio imperii in den Mittelpunkt riickt. Beide Linien 
mlissen gesehen werden, wie auch festgehalten werden muB, 
daB Augustin von seiner Kritik am romischen Reich aus niemals 
dieses auch in praktischer Hinsicht verworfen hat. Allein, 
Augustin hat doch an den genannten Stellen und auch sonst in 

^ De civ. Dei 18, 51 (CC 48, 649, 31ff.) ,,, id, qiwd ait idem doctor (cf. 2. 
Tim. 3, 12): ^Quicumque volunt in Christo pie vivere, persecutionem patiurUur\ 
nttUis putandum est deesse posse temporihus; cf. De civ. Dei 18, 62. 

* De civ. Dei 15,5 (CC48, 457, Iff.) Primus itaque fuit terrenae eivitatis 
conditor fratricida (ecil. Kain) ; nam suum fratrem civem eivitatis aetemae in 
hoc terra peregrinantem inviderUia rictus occidit. Unde mirandum non est, quod 
tanto post in ea civitate condenda, quae fuerat huius terrenae eivitatis, de qua lo- 
quimur, caput futura et tarn muUis gentibus regnatura, huic primo ezemplo et, ut 
Graeci appellant, dQxcxvTiw qvaedam sui generis imago respondit (scil. die Er- 
mordung des Remus durch Romulus). 

* De civ. Dei 18, 2 (CC 48, 594, 60ff.). Freilich nennt Augustin gleich da- 
nach Rom das zweite Babylon. Allein, selbst wenn man findet, dab Rom imd 
Babel hier auf die gleiche Ebene gestellt werden, so bringt Augustin doch zu- 
mindest die sachliche Identitat von Assur und Rom zum Ausdruck. De civ. 
Dei 16, 6 hingegen ist eindeutig der Vorrang Roms ausgesprochen. 
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De civitate Dei auf keine Weise angedeutet, daB an der Zugehorig- 
keit Roms zur civiids terrena durch das konstantinische Zeit- 
alter irgend etwas geandert ware. Gerade wo Augustin sich in 
seinen Fruhschriften so ganz anders iiber das converti der regna 
ausgesprochen hat, miiBte man in De civitate Dei, falls Augustin 
auch nach 410 seine friihere Auffassung vertreten haben sollte, 
irgendeinen Hinweis darauf erwarten. Zudem zeigen andere 
Stellen, welch unuberwindliche Distanz den Christen Augustin 
von dem Romer seiner Zeit trennen. Nur ein Beleg sei genannt: in 
De civitate Dei 1,26 sagt Augustin, daB ein Soldat, der im Ge- 
horsam gegen die Gewalt, der er rechtmaBig unterstellt ist, einen 
Menschen totet, sich nach keinem Gresetz seiner civitas eines 
Hordes schuldig macht^. Die Feststellung, die man hier erwartet, 
daB namlich ein solcher Soldat auch im christlichen Sinne recht 
handelt, erfolgt nicht! 

Vergleichen wir nunmehr die AuBerungen des alten Augustin 
mit denen aus seiner Friihzeit und aus der ersten Zeit nach 410, so 
laBt sich feststellen, daB die Entwicklung weitergegangen ist. 
Hatte Augustin noch 410 den Wunsch nach einer geistlichen 
Wiedergeburt des romischen Reiches ausgesprochen, wobei uns 
allerdings fraglich blieb, ob Augustin die Erfullimg dieses 
Wimsches iiberhaupt noch ftir moglich hielt, so findet sich bei 
dem alten Augustin nichts dergleichen. Nirgends rechnet 
Augustin mit einer Verchristlichung des Staates als solchen. 
Nicht der Staat, sondem nur die Menschen konnen zur Erkennt- 
nis und Verehrung Christi bekehrt werden. An die Stelle von 
dinglichen Kategorien sind personale Kategorien getreten. So- 
dann ist auch insofern eine Wandlung in Augustins Beurteilung 
des Staates festzustellen, als fiir Augustin das Imperium Ro- 
manum nicht mehr den ersten Platz der zum christlichen Glauben 
bekehrten regna einnimmt, sondem dafiir an die erste Stelle der 
die civitas terrena reprasentierenden Staaten geriickt ist. Weiter 
lieB sich zeigen, daB Augustin sich sehr viel vorsichtiger aus- 
driickt, wenn er in der Gegenwart alttestamentliche Ver- 
heiBungen iiber das Herzukommen der Heiden in Erfullung 
gehen sieht. Vor allem aber ist auch dieses zu sagen, daB fiir 
Augustin nunmehr, im Unterschied zu seiner Friihzeit, der 
irdische Staat zu einem Problem geworden ist. 

^ De civ. Dei 1, 26 (CC 47, 27,15ff.) milts cum oboediens poteskUi, sub 
qualibei legitime constiiutus est, hominem occidit, nuUa civitatis suae lege reus est 
homicidii. 
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Mit diesen Feststellungen soli jedoch nicht gesagt werden, 
daB Augustin den irdischen Staat als solchen vollig abgelehnt 
Oder es ftir ganz und gar belanglos erklart habe, unter was fiir 
einem Staat die civitaa Dei peregrinans zu leben hat. Das Gewicht 
der von Straub beigebrachten Argumente darf nicht verkannt 
werden. Nur das soil hervorgehoben werden, daB Augustin nach 
410 nicht mehr einen christlichen Staat fiir moglich halt, wie er 
es noch um 400 getan hat. 

IV. 

Das Bild, das wir hiermit von Augustins Wandlung in seiner 
Beurteilung des Staates gewonnen haben, ist jetzt mit dem zu 
vergleichen, was wir sonst uber Wandlungen und Entwicklungen 
in der Theologie Augustins wissen. Dabei miissen wir zunachst 
Augustins praktische Stellungnahme ziu* Frage der staatlichen 
Ketzerbekampfung erortem. Bekanntlich hat Augustin in seiner 
Friihzeit eine staatliche Verfolgimg der Ketzer, insbesondere 
der Donatisten, abgelehnt, wahrend er sie in seiner Spatzeit 
beftirwortet und sogar gegen zahlreiche Vorwiirfe verteidigt hat. 
Von daher konnte gegen unsere oben entwickelte These der 
Einwand erhoben werden, daB die Wandlung Augustins in seiner 
Stellimgnahme zur Ketzerverfolgung eher den gegenteiligen 
SchluB erlaube, daB namlich nicht der jimge, sondern der alte 
Augustin an eine Verchristlichimg des Staates gedacht habe, 
zumindest jedoch einer solcher Auffassung gemaB in der Praxis 
gehandelt habe. 

Allein hier gilt es auf die Griinde zu achten, die Augustin fur 
die staatliche Ketzerverfolgung geltend gemacht hat^. Dabei 
spielt es keine Rolle, ob diese Griinde auch einer modernen 
Beurteilung genligen. Denn die damalige Zeit kannte noch nicht 
die Toleranz, die in der Neuzeit allenthalben gefordert wird. 

Der wichtigste Grund, den Augustin anfiihrt, ist der, daB die 
Wahrheit und die Liebe, die allein der katholischen Kirche 
eignen, geradezu verpflichten, die Menschen mit beinahe alien 
Mitteln zur Annahme des rechten Glaubens zu zwingen. Augustin 
verweist etwa auf das Beispiel des Apostels Paulus: er ist durch 
magna violentia Christi zu seiner Bekehrung gedrangt worden 
(compulsus)^. Es hieBe daher Boses mit Bosem vergelten, wollte 

^ Cf. die griindliche Arbeit von G. G. Willis, Saint Augustine and the 
Donatist Controversy, London 1950, chapt. V: Church and State, S. 127flf. 

• Ep. 93, 2, 5 (CSEL 34, 449,16ff.). 
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man die Haretiker sich selbst und ihrem Irrglauben tiberlassen^. 
Man darf der mala voluntas keinen Raum geben^. Es gibt eben 
eine gerechte und eine ungerechte Verfolgung. Ungerecht ist die 
Verfolgimg, durch welche die Gottlosen die Kirche Christi 
bedriicken. Gerecht ist dagegen die Verfolgung, durch welche die 
Elenden und Verblendeten von ihrer Irrlehre befreit werden*. 
Bestarkt ist Augustin in dieser Auffassung dadurch, daB manche 
Donatisten, die durch die Zwangsmittel in die katholische 
Kirche zuriickgebracht waren, ihm ihre Dankbarkeit bezeugten, 
daB sie wenigstens auf diese Weise von ihrem friiheren Irrglauben 
geheilt worden seien^. 

In diesem Zusammenhang sind auch die AuBerungen zu sehen, 
die Augustin iiber die Aufgabe des Staates bei der Ketzer- 
verfolgung macht. Es ist nicht eigentlich der Staat als Staat, 
der hier in Aktion tritt. Augustin redet an keiner Stelle davon, 
daB der Staat um seiner selbst willen die Ketzer verfolgen soil, 
Oder etwa um seinen Charakter als ,,christlicher“ Staat zu 
wahren. Dabei miiBte man, wenn irgendwo, gerade bei Augustins 
Eintreten fiir die staatliche Ketzerverfolgung ein derartiges 
Argument erwarten. Stattdessen beruft sich Augustin darauf, 
daB die Machtmittel des Staates fiir die Ketzerverfolgung eigent- 


^ Ep. 93,1,2 (CSEL 34, 446, ergo airoces quondam inimicoa 

rioatroa pacem et quietem nostrum variis violentiarum et insidiarum generibus 
graviter infestantes si sic contemneremus et tolereramus, tU nihil omnino, quod 
ad eos terrendos ac corrigendos valere posset, excogitareiur et arguereiur a nobis, 
vere malum pro malo redderemus, 

* Ep. 173, 3 (CSEL 44, 641,16flF.). 

* Ep. 185, 2, 11 (CSEL 67, 10, 7fF.) si ergo verum dicere vel agnoscere vo- 
lumus, est persecutio iniusta, quam faciunt impii ecdesiae Christi, et est perse- 
cutio iusta, quam faciunt impiis ecdesiae Christi, ista Hague beata est, qtuie perse* 
cutionem patitur propter iustitiam, iUi vero miseri, qui persecutionem patiuntur 
propter iniustitiam, proinde ista persequitur diligendo, iUi saeviendo, ista ut cor- 
rigat, HU ut evertant, ista ut revocet ab errore, iUi ut praecipitent in errorem, 

* Ep. 93,1,1 (CSEL 34, 445, 12flF.) Donatistae nimirum inquieti sunt, quos 
per ordinata>s a deo potestates cohiberi atque corrigi non mihi videtur inutile, nam 
de muUorum iam corrections gaudemus, qui tarn veraciter unitaiem catholicam 
tenent atque defendant et a pristino errore se liberatos esse laetantur, ut eos cum 
magna gratvXatione miremur, qui tamen nescio qua vi consuetudinis nuUo modo 
mutari in melitLS cogitarent, nisi hoc terrors perculsi soUicitam mentem ad con- 
siderationem veritatis intenderent, ne forte, si non pro iustitia sed pro perversitate 
et praesumptione hominum ipsas temporales molestias infructuosa et vana tole- 
rantia paterentur, apud deum postea non invenirent nisi debitas poenas impi- 
orum , ,, 
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lich nicht dem Staat, sondern der Kirche gehoren^. Treflfend sagt 
Holl: „Die Kirche gebraucht, wenn sie die Staiatsgewalt zu 
Hilfe nimmt, nicht eine fremde, sondem ihre eigene, die ihr 
von Christus verliehene Gewalt“*. 

Demnach dlirfte die Wandlung, die Augustin in seiner Stellung- 
nahme zur Frage der staatlichen Ketzerverfolgung durchgemacht 
hat, unsere These iiber die Wandlung in seiner Beurteilung des 
Staates nicht widerlegen. Denn nirgends beruft sich Augustin 
gegen die Haretiker auf die Christlichkeit des Staates. Vielmehr 
ist und bleibt es die Welt, die zuzeiten von christlichen Herr- 
schern regiert wird, welche dann ihre Machtmittel in den Dienst 
der Kirche stellen*. 

Wie vertragt sich nun aber Augustins Wandlung in seiner 
Beurteilung des Staates mit dem, was wir sonst noch iiber Wand- 
lungen in der Theologie Augustins wissen? Denn bekanntlich 
hat ja die Theologie Augustins von der Zeit der 90er Jahre des 
4. Jahrhunderts bis zur Zeit nach dem Fall Roms manche Ver- 
anderung erfahren. Ohne das friiher viel diskutierte Problem 
der Entwicklung Augustins hier anschneiden zu konnen, lassen 
sich solche Wandlungen etwa in folgender Hinsicht feststellen: 
der neuplatonische EinfluB tritt mehr und mehr zuriick; in 
demselben MaBe wird die Bedeutung, die der katholischen 
Kirche in Augustins Denken zukommt, groBer; der gewisse 
Semipelagianismus, dem der friihe Augustin angehangen hat, 
wird durch die scharf antipelagianische Lehre von der alleinigen 
Heilswirksamkeit der Gnade ersetzt; die Pr^estinationslehre, 
fiir die sich beim jungen Augustin hochstens einige wenige 
Ansatze finden, wird ausgebildet; auch Augustins Engellehre, 
die — wie ich in einem Aufsatz zu zeigen versucht habe, der 
in der Zeitschrift filr Kircheiigeschichte erschienen ist^ — eng mit 
Augustins PrMestinationslehre znsammenhangt, erfahrt nach 
400 eine wichtige Umpragung; schlieBlich ist auch die civiias- 
Konzeption zu nennen, die erstmalig um 400 begegnet und spater 

^ Ep. 106, 2, 6 (CSEL 34, 699, 17 ff.) ilium cogitaie, de q%u> propheta praenun- 
tiavit dicens: adorahunt turn omnea reges terrae, omnea gentea atrvierU iUi (Ps. 71, 
11). ei ideo hoc eccleaiae poteatate uiimur, guam ei dominua et promiaU et dedit, 

* K. Holl, Augustins innere Entwicklung, Gesammelte Aufsatze zur 
KirchengescWchte, Bd. 3, Tubingen 1928, S. 91. 

* Cf. das oben S. 460 Anm. 6 genannte Zitat aus Tract, in Job. Ev. 
11, 14 (CC36, 119, Iff.). 

* B. Lohse, Zu Augustins Engellehre, Zeitschiift fur Kirchengeschichte 70, 
1959, 278ff. 


Digitized by 


Google 



Zu Augustins St^tsauffassung 


469 


noch bedeutend ausgebaiit wird — vor allem insofern, als der 
transzendente Charakter der civitas Dei durch die Hereinnahme 
der Engellehre starker hervortritt. 

In dem Zusammenhang dieser mannigfaltigen Entwicklung, 
die Augustins Theologie in den Jahren um die Wende vom 4. zum 
5. Jahrhundert durchgemacht hat, muB auch die Wandlung in 
seiner Beurteilung des Staates gesehen werden. Allgemein 
gesprochen, hangt sie mit der starkeren Bedeutung zusammen, 
die die Kirche in Augustins Theologie gewinnt. An die Stelle des 
etwas schwarmerischen Humanismus der Friihzeit tritt die 
katholische Kirche, wie sie wirklich lebt. Das macht ein un- 
kritisches Reden von einem converti der regna als solcher un- 
moglich. Daneben diirften aber auch die Erfahrungen des Nieder- 
ganges des Imperium Romanum ihre Rolle gespielt haben. Wenn 
das Heidentum damals auch keine emst zu nehmende GroBe 
mehr darstellte, so erhob es doch noch einmal sein Haupt und 
machte das Christentum fiir die Katastrophen verantwortlich. 
Weiter dlirfte aber auch die stete Auseinandersetzung mit den 
Donatisten Augustin zu der Wandlung in seiner Staatsauf- 
fassimg veranlaBt haben. Beharrlich haben die Donatisten den 
katholischen Christen vorgeworfen, sie seien nicht wahrhaft 
Christen, ja sie hatten den orbis Christianus befleckt^. Wenn diese 
Argumente Augustin hinsichtlich seines KirchenbegriflFes auch 
nicht in seiner Uberzeugung zu erschiittern vermochten, so 
haben sie ihn doch genotigt, sich iiber die Christlichkeit des 
romischen Reiches vorsichtiger auszudrucken. SchlieBlich aber 
durfte vor allem die Ausbildung der cm^cw-Konzeption die 
Wandlung in Augustins Beurteilung des Staates hervorgerufen 
haben. Denn die Gedanken, daB die wahren Christen mit den 
Gott treu verbliebenen Engeln die civitas Dei bilden; daB die 
Kirche nichts anderes ist als derjenige Teil der civitas Dei, 
der noch in der Fremdlingschaft pilgert, der aber seinem 
himmlischen Vaterland entgegeneilt; und daB darum zu unter- 
scheiden ist zwischen der ecclesia qualis nunc est imd der 
ecclesia qualis tunc erit^, weil jetzt noch Unwiirdige auBerlich 
zur Kirche gehoren, ohne daB man sie ausscheiden konnte: alle 
diese Gedanken machen die Vorstellung unmdglich, daB der 

^ Ep. 185, 4, 16 (CSEL 57,15, 7f.). Die Haretiker, bes. die Donatisten, 
sagen, orbem Christianum vd falsis vd certe ignotia Caeciliani pecccUia ease pot- 
ItUum. 

> Cf. De civ. Dei 20, 9 (CC 48, 716, 37ff.). 
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Staat als solcher zur Erkenntnis und Verehrung Christi bekehrt 
werden kann. Wenn man dies bedenkt, dann kann es kaum 
wundemehmen, daU in demselben Jahr, in dem bei Augustin 
erstmalig die cm^o^-Konzeption aufbaucht, die letzten Aus- 
sagen begegnen, in denen er von einer Verchristlichung des 
Staates spricht. Noch hat Augustin erst Ansatze der civitas- 
Vorstellung. In De catechizandis rudibua fehlt vor allem der 
BegriflF der peregrinatio, im wesentlichen aber auch die Sache^. 
Aber es kann kein Zweifel sein, daB die weitere Ausbildung der 
cmto^-Konzeption jeden Gedanken an einen christlichen Staat 
ausschlieBen muBte. 


V. 

AbschlieBend ist nunmehr die Frage zu stellen, von wem bzw. 
von welchen Kreisen der junge Augustin in seiner Beurteilung 
des Staates abhangig ist. Denn wenn die oben gegebene Deutung 
der Staatsauffassung des jungen Augustin im wesentlichen 
richtig ist, so ergeben sich wichtige Folgerungen hinsichtlich des 
Einflusses, unter dem Augustin in seiner Friihzeit gestanden hat. 

Es herrscht in der Forschung weithin die Ansicht, daB 
Augustin in seiner Beurteilung des Staates von Ambrosius ab¬ 
hangig ist. Zu dicsem Ergebnis kommen jedenfalls etwa H. Reu¬ 
ter ^ Oder G. G. Willis®. Wenn beide freilich auch in Ambrosius 

^ Der Terminus peregrincUio bzw. peregrinari begegnet in De cat. rud. uber- 
haupt nicht. Er ist sachlich auch insofem in dieser Schrift nicht zu erwarten, 
als fur Augustin damals noch die civitas Dei wesentlich eine aocietaa von 
Menschen ist. Of. De cat. rud. 19, 31, p. 37, 12 ff. Duae Hague civitaies^ una 
iniqtLorum, altera sanctorum^ ah initio generis humani usque in finem saeculi 
perducuntur: die beiden civitates beginnen also mit der Geschichte der Mensch- 
heit. Of. auch ebd. p. 37, 22 ff. Et rursiLS omnes homines el omnes spiritus humi- 
liter dei gloriam quaerentes, non suam^ et eum pietate sectantes, ad unam pertinent 
societatem. In De civ. Dei dagegen wird immer wieder betont, daB der Gottes- 
staat an sich jenseitig ist und nur ein Teil von ihm hier auf Erden pilgert. So 
schon 1,1 (CC 47,1, Iff.). Qloriosissimam civitatem Dei sive in hoc temporum 
cursu, cum inter impios peregrinatur ex fide vivens, sive in ilia stabilitate sedis 
aetemae, quam nunc expectat per patientiam . .. defendere ... suscepi, Cf. 12,1: 
der Gegensatz der beiden civitates nimmt seinen Ausgang nicht vom Beginn 
des Menschengeschlechtes, sondem schon vorher von der Engelwelt. Cf. auch 
11,19 (ebd. 48,338,8ff.) — Zur Entwicklung von Augustins civtto^-Konzeption 
s. im iibrigen den instruktiven Aufsatz von A. Lauraa und H. Rondet, Le 
Th^me des deux cit4s dans I’ceuvre de St. Augustin, Th^ologie, Etudes Augu- 
stiniennes, Paris 1953, S. 99ff. 

* H. Reuter, op. cit., S. 150. 

» G. G. Willis, op. cit., S. 142. 
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nicht die einzige Quelle ftir Augustins Staatsauffassung sehen, 
so finden sie doch gerade die Betonung der Unabhangigkeit der 
Kirche gegeniiber dem Staat und die Forderung, der Staat solle 
sich vor tJbergriflFen in die Sphare der Kirche hiiten, bei Am- 
brosius angelegt. Ohne Frage ist diese Linie bei Ambrosius sehr 
stark ausgepragt^. In der alten Kirche hat kein anderer Bischof 
mit solcher Wtirde und zugleich auch mit solcher Sicherheit 
wie Ambrosius die GroBen des romischen Reiches daran erinnert, 
daB sie von dem Gehorsam gegen die gottlichen Gesetze nicht 
dispensiert sind: „Was Gott gehort, ist der Macht des Kaisers 
nicht unterworfen“ Denn der Kaiser ist nicht mpra ecclesiam, 
sondern intra ecclesiam^, Es diirfte kein Zweifel sein, daB diese 
Grundsatze der Kirchenpolitik des Ambrosius auf Augustin 
eingewirkt haben. Wenn Augustin auch in seinem Werk De dm- 
tate Dei in manchem von der Auffassung des Ambrosius iiber das 
Verhaltnis zwischen Staat und Kirche abweicht^, so ist der 
Tenor bei beiden Kirchenvatem doch ahnlich. 

Allein bei Ambrosius findet sich in der Staatsauffassung neben 
dieser einen Linie eine zweite, die mit der ersten nicht ohne 
weiteres harmoniert. Diese zweite Linie ist in den neueren 
Arbeiten sowohl von F. H. Dudden® als auch von K. M. Setton® 
und G. G. Willis’ entweder gar nicht oder vdllig unzureichend 
beriicksichtigt worden, obwohl seinerzeit E. Peterson nach- 
drucklich auf sie hingewiesen hat®. Sie ist charakterisiert da- 
durch, daB Ambrosius in dem Bund zwischen Kirche und Reich 
mehr als nur etwas Zufalliges sieht, namlich die heilsgeschicht- 
liche Erfiillung alttestamentlicher Weissagungen. Schon zur Zeit 
von Christi Geburt waren Reich und Kirche aufeinander an- 


^ Cf. K. M. Setton, Christian Attitude towards the Emperor in the Fourth 
Century, New York 1941, Chapt. V: St. Ambrose, S. 109 ff. 

* Ep. 20, 8 (PL 16,1039) verum ea quae aunt divtna, imperaioriae potestcUi 
non ease eubiecta, 

* Sermo contra Auzentium 36 (PL 16,1061) Imperaior enim intra Eccle- 
Siam, non supra Ecdesiam est. 

^ Darauf hat auch Willis, op. cit., S. 142, hingewiesen. 

* F. H. Dudden, The Life and Times of St. Ambrose, Bd. 2, Oxford 1935, 
S. 381ff., 499£f., 642ff. — Dudden hat allerdings Petersons Buch (s. u. Anm. 8) 
nicht mehr einsehen kdnnen, da es in demselben Jahr erschien. 

* K. M. Setton, op. cit., S. 109ff. 

^ G. G. Willis, op. cit., S. 137flF. 

® E. Peterson, Der Monotheismus als politisches Problem (Leipzig 1935), 
in: Theologische Traktate, Munchen 1951, S. (45ff.) 95ff. 
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gelegt. Denn der Friede des Augustus, der dem Zeitalter der 
Biirgerkriege ein Ende setzte, arbeitete der christlichen Mission 
vor: nicht nur, daB er die weiten Reisen der Apostel iiberhaupt 
erst ermoglichte; vielmehr lernten alle Menschen, die unter 
der einen Weltherrschaft des romischen Reiches lebten, die 
Herrschaft des einen allmachtigen Gk)ttes oflFen zu bekennen^. 

DaB Ambrosius derartige Gedanken nicht von sich aus ent- 
wickelt hat, sondem hier von dem breiten Strom der Reichs- 
theologie abhangig ist, die von Origenes ausgegangen war und in 
Euseb von C^area ihren beredtesten Anwalt gefunden hatte, 
kann hier unberiicksichtigt bleiben, da ein solcher griechischer 
EinfluB Augustin nur auf dem Umweg liber seinen Mailander 
Lehrer erreichen konnte. Ebenfalls darf hier die Frage auBer 
Betracht bleiben, wie sich diese beiden Linien in der Staats- 
auffassung des Ambrosius miteinander vertragen. Es hat den 
Anschein, daB man bei ihm zwischen seiner praktischen Stellung- 
nahme gegenliber einzelnen Herrschem und seiner grundsatz- 
lichen Staatsauffassimg zu unterscheiden hat. Uns kommt es hier 
vielmehr auf etwas anderes an. Wenn man namlich diese beiden 
Linien in der Staatsauffassung des Ambrosius bedenkt, dann 
scheint es, daB der junge Augustin in seiner Beurteilung des 
Staates kaum im wesentlichen von Ambrosius beeinfluBt worden 
sein kann. Zwar lieBe sich die von Reuter und Willis vorgetragene 
These dahin abwandeln, daB nicht die erste Linie, nach welcher 
der Staat mit Reserve betrachtet wird, sondern die zweite, nach 
welcher Romanitaa und Christianitas fur einander bestimmt sind, 
auf den jungen Augustin eingewirkt habe. Aber es bliebe dann 
doch unerklarlich, warum sich von der anderen Linie nichts bei 
Augustin findet, warum also die dem Staat gegenliber kritische 
Haltung erst sehr viel spater von EinfluB gewesen sein sollte. 
Ohne daher behaupten zu wollen, daB Ambrosius fur die Staats¬ 
auffassung des jungen Augustin Iiberhaupt keine Bedeutimg 
besessen hatte, muB man doch wohl den bestimmenden EinfluB 
woanders suchen. 


^ Enarr. in Ps. 45, 10, cap. 21 (PL 14,1198f.). Nachdem Ambrosius vorher 
auf die Biirgerkriege hingewiesen hatte, sagt er: Unde factum esty ui tacdio bet- 
lorum civilium Julio Augusta Romanum deferretur imperium: et ita praelia inte- 
stina sedata sunt. Hoc autem to profecit, ut rede per totum orbem apostoli mitte- 
rentur dicente Domino Jesu: Euntes docete omnes gentes (Mt. 28, 19) .. . Didi- 
cerunt omnes homines sub uno terrarum imperio viventes, unius Dei omnipotentis 
imperium fideli eloquio confiteri. 
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Hier legt sich nun die Vennutung nahe, daB Augustin von 
Optat beeinfiuBt worden ist. Die Reichstheologie ist gei^e von 
diesem nordafirikanischen Theologen noch in der zweiten Halfte 
des 4. Jahrhunderts mit groBem Eifer vertreten worden. Die 
These der Donatisten, daB ein Christ nichts mit dem Kaiser 
zu tun haben diirfe, daB sich die Bischofe vielmehr von dem 
kaiserlichen Hofe femzuhalten hatten^, hat Optat abgelehnt. 
Im Gregenteil, fiir Optat besteht eine enge Verbindung zwischen 
dem romischen Reich und der christlichen Kirche. Bekannt ist 
sein Wort, daB der Staat nicht in der Kirche, sondem die Kirche 
im Staate sei, namlich im romischen Reich. Wenn man dieses 
Wort auch gewiB nicht zu sehr pressen darf — unmittelbar vorher 
zitiert Optat die Mahnung von 1. Tim. 2,2, fiir die Konige und 
fiir alle Obrigkeit zu beten —, so ist hier doch eine sehr weit- 
gehende Verkntipfung von Kirche und Reich zum Ausdruck 
gebracht*. Die Kirche ist zwar nicht lediglich ein Organ des 
Reiches, so wie von diesem auch andere Institutionen unter- 
halten werden. Aber sie befindet sich doch ganz unter dem 
Schutz des Reiches, sie untersteht seiner Oberhoheit und hat 
diese anzuerkennen’. Bezeichnend ist dabei gar nicht einmal nur 
die enge Verbindung zwischen Stsrat und Kirche, die Optat 
vertritt, bzw. auch nicht nur die Vorherrschaft der Kaiser liber 
die Kirche, sondem auch die vollig fraglose Ineinssetzung von 
Staat und romischem Reich: Optat kann sich unter res jmblica 
nichts anderes vorstellen als das Imperium Romanum, wie an- 
dererseits auch der Charakter des romischen Reiches als des 
schlechthinigen Staates liber jeden Zweifel erhaben ist. Das alles 
setzt voraus, daB das romische Reich als solches zum christ¬ 
lichen Glauben bekehrt worden ist. Wenn Optat das auch nicht 
genauso ausspricht, wie es der junge Augustin getan hat, so 
ist doch nur bei Zugrundelegung einer solchen Auffassung jene 

^ Optat, De schism. Donat. 1, 22 (CSEL 26, 25, 14f.) quid Christiania cum 
regibus f atU quid episcopis cum palaiiof 

* De schism. Donat. 3, 3 (CSEL 26, 74, Ifif.) sic enim docet heaius apostolus 
Paulus: rogate pro regibus ei potestatibus, ut quieiem ei tranquiUam vitam cum 
ipsis agamus. non enim respublica est in ecclesia, sed eeclesia in republica, id est, 
in imperio Romano, quod Libanum appellat Christus in canticis canticorum, cum 
dicit: veni, sponsa mea inventa, veni de Libano, id est de imperio Romano, ubi et 
sacerdotia sancta sunt et pudicitia et virginitas, quae in barbaris gentibus non 
sunt, et si essent, tuta esse non possent. 

* Cf. auch W. EnBlin, Art. Optatus, in: Pauly-Wissowa, RE 18,1, 1939, 
Sp. 769. 

31 Stadia Patrlstica VI 
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Aussage liber das Verhaltnis zwischen Staat und Kirche ver- 
standlich. 

In diesem Zusammenhang sei auch anf Orosius verwiesen. 
Zwar stehen die genauen Lebensdaten dieses spanischen Pres¬ 
byters nicht fest, und es ist durchaus moglich, daB er nicht 
frliher als Augustin geboren ist. Gleichwohl gibt Orosius in 
seinem Werk Historiae advermm paganos, das er auf Bitten 
Augustins geschrieben hat, gerade nicht die Staatsauffassung 
wieder, die der reife Augustin vertreten hat, sondem vielmehr 
Gedanken, die auf der Linie der Ausflihrungen des Optat liegen, 
gelegentlich aber doch noch weiter gehen. Orosius sagt etwa, daB 
Jesus Christus nicht nur allgemein Mensch geworden sei, sondem 
daB er insbesondere romischer Burger werden wollte^. Ja, 
Orosius steht nicht an, in dem Pauluswort, daB Gott das 
Schwache erwahlt hat, um das Starke zunichtezumachen, 
einen Hinweis auf die Griindung Roms zu sehen*. ,,So sind 
denn fiir Orosius Romerreich und Christentum eine Einheit 
geworden***. 

Auf dem Hintergrund solcher Vorstellungen wird die Staats¬ 
auffassung des jungen Augustin verstandlich. Allem Anschein 
nach hat sich Augustin in seiner Friihzeit in seiner Beurteilung 
des Staates nicht grundsatzlich von Optat oder Orosius unter- 
schieden. Gerade wo sich bei diesen beiden Theologen im Gegen- 
satz zu Ambrosius nicht jene dem Staat bzw. dessen Vertretem 
gegenliber reservierte Haltimg findet, dlirften sie oder die 
Ejreise, aus denen sie hervorgegangen sind, die Staatsauffassung 
des jungen Augustin bestimmt haben. Gleichwohl ist doch der 
Ton, den der junge Augustin anschlagt, sehr viel leiser als etwa 
bei Orosius. Denn Augustin findet schon in seiner Friihzeit — 
wie oben erwahnt — in Stellen wie Rom. 13 einen Hinweis auf die 
gegenwartige servitua, Nur war es mehr das neuplatonische Erbe 
als seine christliche Theologie, wodurch diese gewisse Zuriick- 
haltung gegenliber dem Staat bedingt war*. 


^ Hist. adv. pag. 6, 22, 8 (CSEL 5,429, 7£f.) ... quia Dominus noster 
lesus Christus hanc urhem (soil. Rom) nutu s%lo auctam defensamque in hunc 
rerum apicem provexerit, cuius potissime voluit esse cum venii, dicendus utique 
civis Ramanus census professions Romani. 

* Ebd. 6,1, 6 (CSEL 5, 350, 7flF.), cf. E. Peterson, op. cit., S. 99f. 

* E. Peterson, op. cit., S. 100. 

^ Cf. das oben S. 454 Anm. 2 genannte Zitat aus De vera religions, das 
zweifellos neuplatonische Tonung hat. 


Digitized by 


Google 



Zu AugUBtins Staatsauffassung 


476 


Demnach hat Augustin, was seine Staatsauffassung angeht, 
sich zunachst nicht Ambrosius angeschlossen, sondem die in 
Nordafrika vorhandenen Gedanken iibemommen. Erst spater 
konnte auch Ambrosius fiir Augustins Beurteilung des Staates 
von EinfluB geworden sein. Trotzdem diirfte die Hauptursache 
fiir die Wandlung in seiner Beurteilung des Staates die Aus- 
bildung seiner civfto^-Konzeption sein. 


81 * 
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In the course of his sustained debate with paganism in the 
City of Ood, Augustine encoimtered the Varronic account of 
Roman paganism under the three headings of theologia mythica, 
physica and civilis (De civ. Dei VI 5) or fabulosa, naturalis and 
politica, as he refers to them elsewhere (Deciv. Dei VI 12). The 
Varronic scheme haa been amply studied and need not be con¬ 
sidered in detail here^. Unlike Tertullian {Adv. Nat. II 1—3). 
Augustine is careful to distinguish Varro’s own theological 
exposition from that attributed, without doubt on Varro’s own 
authority, to Mucius Scaevola {De civ. Dei IV 27). Scaevola’s 
classification of the tria genera tradita deorum is marked by a 
strong opposition to the theologia of the philosophers. This is the 
feature by which it is most sharply distinguished from Varro’s 
own account, no longer of three classes of gods, but of three kinds 
of theologia. 

That there is strong stoic inspiration behind Varro’s theology 
appears to be well established*, and this fact renders several 
passages in Augustine’s discussion of it more easily comprehen¬ 
sible. The burden of Augustine’s opposition to Varro may be 
summed up in the statement that he seeks to assimilate Varro’s 
“civil” to the “poetic” type of theologia, and to condemn both 
indiscriminately as “false, foul and unworthy” (De civ. Dei 
VI 5,3). Varro’s contempt for the theologia of the poets, his 
uneasy adherence to the civic cult and his clearly expressed 
preference for the philosophical kind of piety (of stoicism) 
give Augustine an easy opening for the reduction of the Varronic 


1 Cf. P. Boyanc6: Sur la th^ologie de Varron, in Revue des £tudes Ancien- 
nes 57, 1955, pp. 57—84 and J. P4pin: Mythe et all(^gorie, Paris 1958. pp. 276 
-392. 

* Cf. the studies referred to in note 1. 
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trichotomy to a dichotomy. Pagan theologia is, in his eyes, funda¬ 
mentally twofold: concerned either with gods “by nature” or gods 
“by human institution” (De civ. Dei VI 6,1). Augustine postpones 
consideration of “natural theology” to Book VIII, and concen¬ 
trates the weight of his attack in Books VI and VII on the 
“poetic” and “civil” brands of theologia. With this attack we 
are here concerned only at the one point where it borders on the 
discussion of the philosophers* theologia. This is his reply to the 
attempted defence of the myths of the civic cult and the stage, 
as capable of having “certain so called physical interpretations, 
interpretations, that is, in terms of natural science” (habent ista 
physiologicaa qtuisdam, sicvi aiunty id est, naiuralium rationum 
inlerpretationes — De civ. Dei VI 8,1). To such attempts to defend 
the discredited mythology of poetry and cult Augustine replies 
that in thus reducing myths to the status of allegories of natural 
phenomena, we are pursuing no longer theology, but natural 
science {De civ. Dei VI 8,1). 

Augustine was, of course, neither well informed nor in sym¬ 
pathy with the stoicism which lay behind such views, and he 
naturally failed to appreciate the extent to which “natural 
science’* would tend to merge into “theology” in the context of 
stoic teaching. The point at issue between Augustine and stoi¬ 
cism appears more clearly in two later chapters of Book VII 
(VII 6—6). He notes here the stoic identification of the world- 
soul — and hence, by derivation, of the cosmos itself—with God, 
and recounts Varro’s view that the bodily shapes with which 
the gods had been endowed were meant to symbolise the world- 
soul and its parts, that is to say the true gods. This, though less 
crude than the myths in their literal meaning, still fails to satisfy 
Augustine. For even with this kind of interpretation, this theo- 
logia fails to reach the true God and speaks only of his creature, 
the soul. Thus Augustine concludes of the attempts to convert 
stories of the gods by allegory into “natural theology”: “when 
I consider these physical theories (physiologias) by which learned 
and intelligent men have tried to turn human things into divine, 
I can find nothing for them to refer to but temporal and earthly 
things of corporeal nature — perhaps also invisible realities, yet 
only changeable; and these are far from being the true God” 
(De ctv. Det VII 27,2; cf. VIII6). It is important to appreciate 
that what is under attack here is not pagan theologia naturalis 
as such, nor the allegorical explanation of myths. Augustine 
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is attacking stoic pantheism purely and simply, and Varro’s 
theologia naturalia in so far as it is in fact confined within the 
bounds of the cosmic piety of stoicism. 

This becomes explicit at the beginning of Book VIII where 
Augustine embarks on the discussion of theologia ncUuralis as 
such. Here, as he tells us, the phrase stands simply for the philo¬ 
sophers* “refiection on or account of divinity” (de dimnitate 
rationem sive sermonem--Ylll 1). It is called naturalia or phyaica 
because it in fact forms part of “natural philosophy” or phyaike 
which was one of the three divisions into which hellenistic philo¬ 
sophy was traditionally cast^. Though theologia naiuralia means 
philosophical theology in general, Augustine goes on to announce 
his intention to confine himself to the “natural theology” of the 
Platonists, who hold “that there is a divinity and that it concerns 
itself with human affairs . . .”; who “surpass Varro’s views by 
approaching closer to the truth: for he could not carry his whole 
natural theology further than the world or its soul, whereas 
these philosophers acknowledge a God beyond the nature of any 
soul; a God who made not only this visible world — often called 
heaven and earth —, but also souls; a God who gives blessedness 
to rational and intellectual beings — among which the human 
soul also belongs — by the participation of his unchanging and 
incorporeal light” (De civ, Dei VIII 1). In his account of the 
main tenets of Platonism Augustine represents this as the crown¬ 
ing glory of pagan philosophy; its approach to the truth of 
Christianity is closer than any other school of philosophy has 
achieved, not only in its teaching in the fields of logic and of 
ethics, but also in its understanding of the cosmos in its relation 
to God (De civ. Dei VIII 6—9). Augustine is sometimes inclined 
to attribute the correctness of this “theological” understanding 
to an original borrowing by Plato from the Hebrew scriptures 
(e. g. De civ, Dei VIII 11). Here, writing in a more sober vein, 
he says “what they knew of God, He himself manifested to them, 
when they perceived by the mind his invisible nature through the 
things that were made” (De civ. Dei VIII 6). Augustine endorses 
these views of the Platonists without hesitation; they stand con¬ 
demned, finally, only because notwithstanding the truth of their 
views, they too “worshipped many gods” (De civ. Dei VIII 12)*. 


^ Augustine attributes this division to Plato — De civ. Dei VIII4. 
* Cf. Thom. Aq., Sum. theoL, 2a 2ae, 94. 1. 
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In all AugiiBtine’s work, theologia naturalie is associated with 
pagan philosophy. He never speaks of it within a Christian 
context — as, indeed, he never speaks of theologia within a 
Christian context, except to borrow the pagan term with heavy 
irony, to suggest that it is a counterfeit of the true original, the 
vera theologia of Christianity (De civ. Dei VI 8,1). It was to be a 
long time before theologia came into general use to designate 
what Augustine would have called philosophia, qualifying it, 
perhaps, as Christiana-, and longer still before Christian thinkers 
came to speak of the possibility of a theologia naturalis. But 
Augustine’s treatment of the theologia naturalis of paganism was 
heavy with consequences: it pointed the way for Christian 
thinkers to incorporate within the scope of their philosophical 
disciplines a theologia which, in Saint Thomas’s words, “treats 
divinity not as its subject, but as among the principia of its 
subject; a theology which forms part of the philosopher’s pursuit 
and is also called metaphysics” (In Boet . de Trin. 6,4); an acti¬ 
vity which, as he is careful to insist, differs generically from the 
theological discipline based on Scriptural revelation and rooted 
in faith (Sum. theol. la, 1.1 ad 2). The language is new, almost the 
inversion of Augustine’s terminology. The vision is still wholly 
within his horizon. 
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Discussion continues as to whether Augustine, immediately 
after his conversion, was a Neoplatonist or a Christian. Some 
scholars have so radically favored the Neoplatonic view that 
they have ignored many of the Christian elements to be found 
in Augustine’s pre-ordination writings^. On the other hand, some 
writers have been so eager to defend him as a Christian that they 
have not done full justice to the Neoplatonic elements present 
in his early books and letters*. Using the concept of God as a 
theme, one can give examples from Augustine’s writings which 
suggest that from his days at Caasiciacum he thinks of God in 
both Neoplatonic and Christian terms. These two positions are 
similar in their denial of the Manichean philosophy which 
Augustine has recently abandoned. 

Augustine tries to avoid at all times any implication that 
God is involved in change, as the Manicheans would hold. 
By his definition, that which changes in any way is not God. 
It is unthinkable that there should ever be a new develop¬ 
ment in God*. He is the eternal One beyond the conflicts 
raging among dependent beings. Neoplatonism is a bulwark 
against the materialism of the Manichean position which Augus¬ 
tine denounces. 

With the Neoplatonists, Augustine avoids physical terms when 
speaking of God. It is improper to speak of “where” God is or of a 
“time” when G<xi was not, for both of these concepts falsely 


^ W. Thimme, Augustins geistige Entwicklung; Berlin 1908. — L. Grand- 
george. Saint Augustin et le N4o-Platonisme, Paris 1896. 

* C. Boyer, Christianisme et N^o-Platonisme dans la formation de Saint 
Augustin, ed. 2, Rome 1953. 

» De Beata Vita 2,11 (PL 32, 965). DeOrdine II 7, 22 (PL 32, 1004-1005). 
De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae 10,17 (PL 32, 1318). 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



On Augustine’s Early Concept of Ood 


481 


imply that God is involved with material^. One way of describing 
God is to negate most of the things known to man*. 

As do the Neoplatonists, Augustine thinks in terms of onto¬ 
logy. God is superior to the human mind as well as to the human 
body*. God is pure being, to which no opposite can exist, for 
the opposite of being is non being*. God is highest being from 
which all lesser beings have fallen. With God are the prime forms 
of good, life, essence, and wisdom*. God is the Principium of all 
things*. In these passages “God” seems to be impersonal, as the 
word does later in the Confessionea where Augustine speaks 
of Id quod eat instead of the Biblical Ego aum qui aum’^. 

In these and other references to be found in the pre-ordination 
writings, the reader can find many parallels with the system of 
Plotinus. God is the pure One. God is Being®. God is Truth. 
Below the Highest is an ever widening base of lesser beings until 
one reaches the realm of non-being. Each lower stage of existence 
is less good than the one above, but pure evil does not exist. 
These are the Neoplatonic elements present in Augustine’s early 
concept of God. 

His early works also contain elements which are not Neo¬ 
platonic and which are sometimes clearly Christian. In De Beata 
Vita one comes upon the implication that God is like His Son®. 
The opening prayer of the Soliloquia includes many phrases 
which are not exclusively Christian. In these phrases God is 
addressed as the father of truth, wisdom, highest life, happiness, 
the good and the beautiful. However, the opening prayer con- 


^ De Geneai contra Maniohaeos I 2, 3—13, 5 (PL 34, 174—176). 

* De Ordine II16, 44 (PL 32, 1015). V. Lossky, ^l^ments de ‘Th6ologie 
negative’ ohez Saint Augustin, in: Augustinus Magister, Paris 1954, Vol. I, 
pp. 575-581. 

* De Libero Arbitrio II13, 35 (PL 32, 1260). 

^ Ibid. II15, 39 (PL 32, 1272). De Moribus Maniohaeorum 1,1 (PL 32, 
1345). 

® De Vera Religione 31, 57 (PL 34, 147). M. Grabmann and J. Mausbach, 
Aurelius Augustinus, Koln 1930, p. 126. C. Boyer, L’ld^e de V6rit4 dans la 
Philosophie de Saint Augustin, Paris 1921, p. 96. 

* De Vera Religione 55,112 (PL 34, 171). 

^ C. Butler, Western Mysticism, London 1927, p. 61. See also R. 
McL. Wilson, The Gnostic Problem, London 1958. 

® Plotinus, Enneads V 5, 4—12. W. R. Inge, The Philosophy of Plotinus, 
London 1918, Vol. IL p. 115. 

* De Beata Vita 4, 34 (PL 32, 975). See too De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholi- 
cae 17, 31 (PL 32, 1324). 
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tains terms similar to Imagery of the Bible. The One begetting 
and the One begotten is (est) one. God is referred to as Augustine’s 
Lord (Domine), king (rex), father (pater), home (domus), and 
coimtry (pcUria)^. When Augustine discusses God’s work, he 
usually relies heavily upon the book of Genesis. God creates 
heaven and earth together with time*. He orders the heavens 
and the seasons, providing constancy as well as change. He 
governs the leaves of the trees and even the hairs of man’s head. 

In order to see in balance Augustine’s early concept of God, one 
must also consider his references to Christ. One cannot deny that 
there is a Neoplatonic element in Augustine’s view of the second 
person of the Trinity. He often refers to him as Ti5*th and Wis¬ 
dom. Indeed, Augustine in this period shows little ir cerest in the 
Jesus of history. He is aware, nev heless, that the second 
person is not just a reason principle. When he writes to Romanianus 
he lists the beliefs of the Catholic Church about Christ, including the 
incarnation, virgin birth, death, resurrection, ascension, and 
sitting at the right hand of God*. His view of God is influenced 
by his idea of Christ which is, in turn, to a great extent based 
upon the creed of the Catholic Church. 

Although Augustine has little to say about the Holy Spirit 
individually, his reflections upon the Trinity are part of his 
concept of God. Even the Cassiciacum dialogues mention God 
as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit^. Later the phrase “of whom, 
by whom, and in whom are all things” recurs often in his si>eak- 
ing of God, the Trinity in unity®. Augustine admits that the 
doctrine is easier to believe than to understand. Nevertheless, it 
is a teaching of the Catholic Church which he accepts*. He tries to 
explain to Nebridius that when one speaks of any one member 
of the Trinity, the presence of the other two is implied. When 
speaking as a believing Christian, Augustine is closer to the 
Christian equality of members of the Trinity than he is to the 
subordination found in the Neoplatonic trinity’. 

^ Soliloquia 11, 4 (PL 32, 871). See Retraotationes 14, 3 (PL 32, 590). 

• De Genesi contra Manichaeos I 2, 3—3,5 (PL 34, 174—176). 

* De Vera Religione 8, 14 (PL 34, 129). See too De Moribua Eoclesiae 
Catholicae 16, 27-28 (PL 32, 1322-23). 

* De Beata Vita 4, 35 (PL 32, 976). De Ordine II5,16 (PL 32, 1002). 

‘ De Moribus Ecclesiae Catholicae 14, 24 (PL 32,1321). De Libero i^bitrio 
III 11,33 (PL 32, 1287). 

• Epistola 11 (PL 33, 75-76). 

^ L. Grandgeorge, op. cit., p. 96. Plotinus, Enneads I 8, 2; II 9,1; V 1,10. 
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Neoplatonic and Christian elements exist side by side in 
Augustine’s concept of God between the years 386 and 391 A. D. 
He does not seem to be aware of any major conflict between the 
two views. He does not list any differences among Neoplatonic, 
Biblical, or Catholic credal formulations about God. On the 
other hand, he often asserts some idea, such as incarnation or 
resurrection, which is contrary to Neoplatonism. 

Augustine states his position with some accuracy. He does not 
think that Neoplatonism and the teachings of the Catholic 
Church are in conflict, so he holds some of each^. He does not 
rationally understand the teachings of the Catholic Church con¬ 
cerning the Criune God. He accepts the teachings on faith or 
authority ii the hope that he may one day understand them 
through reason. 

The above examination of Augiistine’s concept of God implies 
that the young convert cannot be placed exclusively in the cate¬ 
gory of ‘‘Christian” or “Neoplatonist”. It seems to be his inten¬ 
tion, however, to accept the authority of the Catholic Church. 

^ Contra Aoademicos 111 20, 43 (PL 32, 957). 
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Entre los escritos de San Agustin ocupa im lugar especial su 
tradado De Doctrina Christiana, de singular importancia en la 
historia de la retdrica, en cuanto es arte del bien hablar. Despues 
de la lectura de este tratado retorico, sobre todo despues del 
cuarto libro, podemos preguntarnos: jCompuso el santo una 
verdadera ^ rhetorica, en el sentido precise de la pala- 
bra? o, por el contrario ^ofrecio al mundo el primer manual de 
una oratoria nueva, en consonancia con la doctrina nueva de la 
salvacidn? Y, en consecuencia jdebemos considerar a San Agu¬ 
stin como un revolucionario que ha roto con los moldes de la 
retdrica clasica y ha abierto el camino a otra retdrica sin precep- 
tos, natural? En definitiva: ^Clasicismo o Cristianismo? 

En este punto al igual que en otras cuestiones, es muy facil 
dejarse llevar de im exagerado empeno por uno u otro camino. 
Creemos sinceramente que se ha exagerado el caracter clasicista 
del De Doctrina Christiana, como lo ha entendido Comeau^, 
y tambien el aspecto revolucionario de la obra agustiniana, frente 
a la marcada decadencia de la epoca del Santo, como ha escrito 
el gran agustindlogo Marrou*. Por eso, nos parece mas conforme 
con las palabras mismas del Obispo de Hipona ver en la obra 
agustiniana un intento de aprovechar las ensenanzas clasicas, 
pero dentro de unos moldes nuevos, como son las doctrinas que 

^ «Aiii8i le IV® livre du De doctrina Christiana, en d4pit de quelques vues 
personnelles k son auteur, se place-t-il tout naturellement dans la longue s^rie de 
rh^toriques, que les ^crivains latins publi^rent k I’envi jusqu’aux invasions 
barbares. La th^orie du style et de I’^loquence n’y pr^sente aucune nou- 
yeaut6». La rh^torique de saint Augustin d'apr^s les «Tractatus in loannem*, 
Paris 1930, pp. 21—22. 

‘ «Le De doctrina Christiana est done quelque chose de nouveau, bien diffe¬ 
rent de ce qu’enseigna jusque 14 T^cole antique, bien marqu4 et par Fipre 
g^nie augustinien et par les n^cessit^s d’une 4poque de decadence*. Saint 
Augustin et la fin de la culture antique, Paris 1938, p. 519. 
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ensena el Cristianiemo. Vamos a tratar de poner de manifiesto 
estos dos aspectos del tratado agustiniano sobre la retorica. 

A1 principio del libro IV de su obra nos advierte Agustin que 
no va a escribir un tratado completo de retdrica, al modo de los 
que se estudiaban en las escuelas latinas. Sin embargo, y pese a 
esta intencidn, podemos recomponer y reconocer, en sus llneas 
generales, toda la tecnica oratoria. Sobre todo en cuanto al 
aspecto practice que es lo que interesaba a San Agustin. 

Los tecndgrafos primitives solo distinguian dos partes en sus 
tratados: la inventio — evQeaiq — Y \b, elocviio — La primera 
se ocupaba del contenido — res — y \b, otra, de la expresidn ex¬ 
terna — verba. Posteriormente se anaden otras partes, y con los 
estoicos^ se introducen grandes innovaciones en la terminologfa, 
y se eleva a cinco el numero de las «partes de la ret6rica®». Luego 
varia el numero, si bien suelen considerarse como esenciales las 
cinco siguientes: invention dispositioy elocutioy memoria y a>ctio 
o pronuntiatio. 

San Agustin reduce las cinco partes de la retdrica clasica a la 
inventio y la elocutio, y a veces a tres: inventiOy elocutio y 'pronun¬ 
tiatio. Despues de un breve prdlogo, comienza el libro primero del 
DDC con estas significativas palabras que indican el plan de su 
rixyrj retdrica: Duae sunt res quibus nititur omnis tractcUio 
Scripturarum: modus inveniendi quae intelligenda sunt, et modus 
proferendi quae inteUecta sunt. De inveniendo priuSy de proferendo 
postea disseremus^. 

Se comprende facilmente la divisidn agustiniana que se funda 
en la naturaleza misma del asunto. Esta misma divisidn se 
encuentra en Aristdteles que divide la oratoria en evgeaigy 
y rd^ig^y tratando de la inventio en el libro primero, y 
dedicando en el tercero doce capitulos a la y seis a la xd^ig, 

Cicerdn y Quintiliano dan gran importancia a la inventio y a la 
elocvJtiOy y si bien admiten en su sistema oratorio las otras partes, 
no se ocupan de ellas con tanto interes como de las dos esenciales. 
Mas de las dos terceras partes del De Oratorey de Cicerdn, estan 


^ Cfr. Striller, De Stoiconim studiis rhetoricis, en Breslauer Philolog. Ab- 
handlungen, Bd. I, Breslau 1866. 

‘ Sobre la palabra «partes», cfr. Quint., Inst. Orat., Ill 3,1—14. 

* DDC 11, 1. Desde ahora emplearemos estas siglas para indicar el libro 
De doctrina Christiana. 

* Cfr. Rhet. Ill 1, 1403 b. 
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dedicadas a la invencidn y a la elocucion. La Rhetorica ad Heren- 
nium dedica los libros primero y segundo y una parte del tercero 
a la inventio, el resto del tercero a la dispositio, pronuntiatio y 
memoria, y el cuarto a la elocutio. Quintiliano ee ocupa de la 
inventio en los libros III y IV, y dedica todo el VIII a la elocutio. 

San Agustin trata de la invencidn a lo largo de los tres pri- 
meros libros del DDC: Quia ergo de inveniendo muUa iam diximuSy 
et tria de hoc una parte volumina absolvimua . . Y dedica a la 
elocucidn, a la memoria y a la accion — modus proferendi — todo 
el libro IV, como nos dice el mismo: Domino adiuvarUe, de pro- 
ferendo pauca dicemus; ut si fieri potuerit, uno libro cuncta clau- 
damus, totumque hoc opus quatuor voluminibus terminetur^. 

Annque San Agustin, en todo su tratado De invenXioue, emplea 
una terminologia clasica, sin embargo su obra no contiene nada 
de las mil y una observaciones que a este respecto explicaban 
los retores en las escuelas®. Se pudiera decir que mas que un 
tratado De inventione es una sintesis del dogma y de la moral. 
Trata de cuestiones tan importantes como los signos y la alego- 
rfa^, y expone todo un programa de estudios necesarios para 
adquirir una inventio plena^. Todo el programa que en el libro 
segundo del DDC traza San Agustin no es mas que la adaptacidn 
a cada caso particular de la Biblia que es el libro por excelencia 
para el cristiano. 

Todo el libro cuarto esta dedicado al estudio de la elocucidn o 
de la expresidn, si bien, como acabamos de decir, no hay ni una 
sola alusidn a las intrincadas cuestiones de las rdx^ai escolares. 
En efecto, no encontramos nada referente a los diversos status o 
constitutiones de Hermagoras* que forman uno de los puntos mas 
del gusto de los retores antiguos’. 

1 DDC IV 1,1. » Ibid. 

* Sobre la inventio y su complicada teoria cfr. el resumen que ofrece Ripo* 
sati, Problemi di retorica antica, en Introduzione alia Filologia olassioa (a cnra 
di Ettore Pignone), Milano 1951, pp. 729—737. 

* DDC 111,1; 117,9. 

* En este caso, pudiera considerarse el DDC como un simple trabajo de 
hermenetltica sagrada. Sin embargo, no compartimos la opinidn de Eggers- 
dorfer, y creemos que lo que San Agustin ha establecido es un programa de 
estudios para los jdvenes intelectuales cristianos. Cfr. Marrou, Saint Augustin, 
pp. 387—412; Cfr. Eggersdorfer, Der hi. Augustinus als Padagog und seine 
Bedeutung fiir die Geschichte der Bildung, en StraBburger theologische 
Studien VIII, 3—4, Freiburg i. Br. 1917. 

* Cfr. Quint., Inst. Orat. Ill 21,11—27. 

’ Cfr. Rhet. ad Keren. I 18; II3,26. — De invent. II115; Part. Orat. 34—43. 
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Las partes del discurso, segiin el autor de la Rhetorica ad 
Herennium^ eran: exordium, narratio, divisio o partitio, confir- 
matio, confviatio y conclusio, Cicerdn nos advierte que algunos 
admitian cuatro; otros, cinco, y algunos, hastasiete^. Quintiliano 
enumera cinco, ya que la partitio no es sino una parte de la pro¬ 
bation, Hay una gran vacilacion y diferencias en cuanto al numero 
y en cuanto a la terminologia, lo mismo en Cicerdn y en los 
autores de su epoca, que en los posteriores, segun sea la fuente 
que prefiere cada uno^. 

El tratado agustiniano admite la divisidn de Quintiliano y la 
del mismo Ciceron®. Pero el santo se ha opuesto decididamente a 
ofrecer a los lectores un tratado completo sobre las cinco partes 
del discurso. A pesar de esto podemos ver esbozada una doctrina 
completa sobre el discurso y sus divisiones, fimdada toda ella 
en la doctrina clasica. 

San Agustin concede al exordio o proemio las tres facultades 
o virtudes de la retdrica tradicional: beuevolentia, docilitas y 
aMention, Esta triple funcidn del exordio se remonta a la mas 
antigua doctrina de los retores’, y es admitida e incorporada en 
l€ts ultimas manifestaciones de las rixvai romanas. Al autor del 
DDC le ha bastado con indicar de pasada y como incidental- 
mente las tres fimciones del exordio, y no se ha detenido en 
©xplicaciones y sutilezas que no eran de su incumbencia, como 
expresamente ha indicado al comienzo del libro IV®. 

La narratio era la exposicidn del asunto que interesaba en el 
discurso, o como la definla Cicerdn: Rerum gestarum aut ut 
gestarum exposition, En tiempos de San Agustin el termino narra¬ 
tio habia incorporado una categoria nueva. Asf vemos que en el 
lenguaje catequistico la palabra narratio se aplicaba a la exposi- 
ci6n histdrica del comienzo de la instruccidn catequlstica. De no 
ser as! el diacono Deogratias no hubiera empleado tal palabra, y 
en todo caso Agustin, al contestarle, hubiera hecho una expli- 
cacidn de la misma^®. 

^ Rhet. ad Heren. 14, — Cfr. De invent. 14,19. — De orat. 1143. 

• Cfr. De orat. II 79. — Part. Orat. 4 y 29. — Orat. 122. — Top. 97. 

• Inst. Orat. Ill 9, 1—3. 

• Cfr. Riposati, Studi sui «Topioa> di Cicerone, Milano 1947, pp. 264—267. 

» Cfr. De orat. II 77, 316. 

• Cfr. DDC IV 2, 3; IV 4, 6. 

’ Cfr. Rhetores Graeci I 66, 12 ss. (Spengel). — Arist., Rhet. Ill 14, 1416a. 

• Sobre este punto cfr. Riposati, Studi, pp. 269—272. 

• Cfr. De inventione I 27. Cfr. De catechizandis rudibus 11. 
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El Santo no desconoce el significado tecnico de la palabra, pero 
le atribuye una categoria eminentemente sobrenatural. Ha fijado 
en esta acomodacidn un profundo principio didactico, de capital 
importancia, con una claridad e inteligencia pedagdgicas y 
psicoldgicas admirables. El principio agustiniano de la narratio 
parte del supuesto de que todo en la predicacidn debe girar 
en torno a una problematica soteriologica. Por lo mismo se im- 
pone una narrcUio soterioldgica, una Historia SaltUis. En conse- 
cuencia, la exposicidn de los acontecimientos y de las gestas de 
la Salvacion del genero humano constituye el fondo de la narra- 
ci6n en el sistema agustiniano. 

Los antiguos tecndgrafos admitian las tres cualidades clasicas: 
hreviter, aperte, verisimiliter, que vienen repetidas, despues de 
Aristdteles^, por toda la retdrica tardia*. Si bien Agustin, en 
principio, admite las dichas cualidades®, sin embargo, en la 
practica, recomienda sobre todo la conformidad con las circun- 
stancias: cuncta aummatim generatimque complecti, ita ul eligantur 
quaedam mirabiliora quae auaviua avdiuntur . . . aliqu/irUum 
immorando . . . et inajncienda atque miranda offerre animia avdi- 
tomm; cetera vero celeri percuraione inaerendo corUexere^. 

No interesa tanto que sea breve o larga, cuanto que sea clara. 
«A veces la narratio sera larga o mds breve, pero en todo caso 
debera ser plana atque perfectai^^. La perapicuitaa — aperta, planay 
dilucida — es la cualidad principal para San Agustin, lo mismo 
que para los retores latinos*. Toda narracidn o exposicidn debe 
estar moderada por este principio capital: Vitabit verba omnia 
quae non decent^, Es la credibilitaa de que tanto hablan los anti¬ 
guos®, y que es un indicio de la probidad del orador. 


1 Cfr. Rhet. Ill 16. 

* Cfr. Riposati, Studi, pp. 273, n. 4. — Cfr. De invent. I 27. 

* DDC IV 2, 3. 

* De cat. rud. 3, 5. 

* De cat. rud. 2, 4. — Creemos preferible la lecci6n plana frente a plena 
que traen todos los editores, pues es m&s conforme con la terminologfa retd- 
rica. Por lo mismo no admitimos la hendiadis plena atque perfecta = complete 
que admite Christopher en su comentario a este lugar, cfr. S. Aurelii Augustini 
Hip. episc. De cath. rud. liber unus, translated with an introduction and com¬ 
mentary, Washington 1926. 

® Cfr. Quint., Inst. orat. IV 2, 64. 

’ DDC IV 9, 23. 

» Cfr. Arist., Rhet. Ill 16,1417a. 
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El fin que se pretende con la narraiio y la expositio es la fides 
de los oyentes: todo el discnrso se dirige a ese unico objeto. Ahora 
bien, hay dos modos de defender la tesis: argumentis veritatem 
asserendo, opptignando, falsitcUem^. En esta pocas palabras recoge 
Agustln, en su breve tratado, toda la doctrina de la demonatrcUio, 
que es la parte mas importante del discurso. Pudiera creerse 
en una cierta ligereza y im como descuido de San Agustin al 
tratar del punto central de im modo tan rapido y tan escueto. Pero 
eso es debido a la finalidad misma de la obra agustiniana, y 
puede considerarse como im indicio del caracter mismo del 
tratato que pretende solamente ofrecer una visidn general de los 
principios, y no trazar im esquema completo de la retdrica ecle- 
siastica. 

Queda la ultima parte del discurso, cuya terminologla es muy 
variada^. Toda la finalidad del discurso se encamina a producir 
en el animo del oyente un movimiento y simpatla hacia las ver- 
dades que se han expuesto. Agustin apenas habla en el DDC de 
esta parte del discurso, de un modo explicito. Sin embargo, 
en De caiechizar^is rudilma encontramos im largo tratado de la 
exhorkUio: narratione finita, apes reaurrectionia intimanda eat el 
pro capacitate ac viribua avdienlia^, 

Agustin puede resumir su compendiada preceptiva catequistica 
con estas palabras que dicen mucho mas que un tratado com¬ 
pleto de oratoria: Cum occupata aurU temporal vel tua, vel eomm 
qui te audiunt, breviter agaa; cum autem largiora, largiua loquaria: 
hoc enim nuMo admonerUe ipaa neceaaitaa praecipit^. Esto es lo 
que caracteriza toda la doctrina agustiniana. Es la acomodacidn 
del discm*so a las exigencias y a las circunstacias extemas. 

Tal es el esquema de la retorica agustiniana, en sus lineas gene- 
rales. Este esquema se completa con la doctrina agustiniana 
sobre los tres oficios del orador y los tres estilos del discurso. 
Para Agustin no carece de importancia el papel del orador, aun- 
que en la practica sus tres oficios se pueden reducir a uno solo 
que es ensenar. En todo esto, como en la conexidn y dependencia 
entre atylum y officium, la doctrina agustiniana es netamente 
clasica; es decir, no aporta nada nuevo, sino que sigue los moldes 
ya en uso. 

1 DDC IV 2,3. 

• Cfr. Riposati, Studi, pp. 281—282. 

* De cat. rud. 7,11. * De cat. rud. 7,11. 

32 Studia Patrlstica VI 
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Las lineas esenciales de la concepcidn agustiniana de la ora- 
toria son casi semejantes a las de CicenSn, aunque pudiera ha- 
blarse tambien de otras influencias. El gran orador romano habla 
fijado para siempre el marco histdrico de la retdrica y de la 
elocuencia. Habla senalado los tres generos oratorios, los tres 
estilos, y la estrecha relacidn existente entre ellos. Es cierto que 
los generos hablan evolucionado, pero San Agustin se conserva, 
en sus lineas generales y en los puntos esenciales, dentro de la 
ortodoxia clasica. 

La retdrica que expone Agustin en sus obras no es solamente 
mucho m4s simple que la sofistica. Podemos hablar de un ale- 
jamiento agustiniano de las corrientes sofisticas, al mismo 
tiempo que se da im acercamiento a la retdrica clasica; se em- 
plean, incluso, los mismos terminos de Cicerdn. Agustin ha 
sabido retroceder cuatro siglos y medio, a los tiempos anteriores 
a las declamcUiones de los siglos I y III. Las reminiscencias de 
Cicerdn, en la obra agustiniana, son tantas que parecen indicar 
como una preocupacidn constante del Obispo de Hipona de 
fundamentar toda su doctrina oratoria en los libros de Cicerdn^. 

For lo dicho hasta ahora, podemos afirmar que la obra de San 
Agustin sobre la retdrica es netamente clasicista, es decir sigue 
la linea ortodoxa de los autores clasicos, y sobre todo de Ci¬ 
cerdn. 

Sin embargo, podemos considerar al mismo tiempo a San 
Agustin como el fundador o promotor de una oratoria cristiana. 
Podemos afirmar que Agustin no era un anatomista de la ora¬ 
toria, sino m&8 bien im maestro de la vida practica. Se habia 
dado cuenta perfecta de los defectos de una ensenanza escolar 
del tipo de las escuelas declamatorias de las que se habia que j ado 
Seneca: Non scholae sed vitae discimua, Lo importante no era saber 
muy bien las leyes para analizar un periodo, para disecar los 
miembros, para senalar el ritmo y las clausulas oratorias, para 
indicar y clasificar las mil y ima figuras oratorias. A todo eso 
renuncia Agustin. Pero todas esas habilidades no constituian la 
unica y exclusiva herencia que las escuelas habian recibido de 
Cicerdn y de los maestros clasicos. 

^ Sobre la influencia de Cicerdn sobre S. Agustin puede verse la obra de 
M. Testard, Saint Augustin et Cicdron, Paris 1958. — Por supuesto, que no 
estamos completamente de acuerdo con el autor, en cuanto al mdtodo empleado. 
La obra, sin embargo, es sumamente util e interesante. 
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No en vano Agustin habla seguido todos loe cursoB de la elo- 
cuencia, y habia ensenado en Cartago y en Roma, y habia ocu- 
pado, por nombramiento oficial del Emperador, la catedra de 
retdrica en Milan. Era imposible que a finales de su vida, despues 
de una intensa y valiosisima experiencia personal de las ventajas 
e inconvenientes, se olvidara de las ensenanzas aprendidas en los 
maestros paganos. 

Los preceptos de la retdrica no son inutiles, dice el Santo. Y sin 
embargo — cosa curiosa! — el renuncia a exponer en su obra DDC 
tales preceptos. Sabe muy bien cual es su papel y cual el plan 
de su obra. Un caracter netamente prdctico preside todas sus 
ensenanzes. Por eso Agustin no impide que, si alguien tiene 
tiempo para adquirir xm pleno conocimiento de la temdtica y de 
los problemas oratorios, acuda a los tratados y a las escuelas de 
los retores^. Mas aun, el orador sagrado esta obligado a emplear 
en pro de la verdad todos los medios de que disponen los enemigos 
para defender sus errores. Para Agustin la elocuencia pagana no 
era sino ima herencia de la Iglesia, la unica que posee y defiende 
la verdad, en cuyo servicio estd la raz6n de ser de toda oratoria*. 

Evedentemente, a los ojos de Agustin, Cicerdn era el gran 
maestro de la elocuencia. Y si algxma vez se encuentran en sus 
obras vestigios de otros autores®, no es precise salirse del arpinate 
para explicar toda la doctrina agustiniana, en lo que tiene de 
prestamo de los paganos. 

Pese al innegable clasicismo agustiniano, debemos admitir 
que hay algimas divergencias entre las. doctrinas de Cicerdn y 
de San Agustin en el campo de la retdrica. No podemos por 
menos de admitir en la exposicidn del obispo de Hipona la 
existencia y la vitalidad de dates suficientemente numerosos 
como para constituir una plena diferencia entre ambos, diferencia 
que de todos modes no es de metodo, sino que radica en la tema- 
tica misma. 

El orador a quien dirige Agustin su obra es muy diferente del 
formado en las obras de Cicerdn. No se trata ya del orador del 
foro y del senado, ni del abogado de los tribimales, sino del 
interprete y el defensor de la palabra de Dios^. Consecuente con 
este principle, Agustin propone al que quiera ser un orador per- 

1 DDC IV 1, 2. » DDC IV 23, y II 40, 60. 

• V^ase sobre esto P. Keseling, Augustin und Quintilian, en Augustinus 
Magister, Paris, s. a. (1954—1955), pp. 201—204. 

* DDC IV 4, 6. 

32* 
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fecto los ejemplos de la Sagrada Escritura, que posee su ora- 
toria propia, oratoria que no ignora ni descuida los preceptos de 
la retdrica, sino que los emplea con moderacion y gusto, de una 
manera muy diferente a la de los autores paganos^. 

Agustin ha liberado a su ars rhetorica de la intrincada casulstica 
de las escuelas y ha puesto como primera cualidad de la oratoria 
la verdad y la claridad*. Sin embargo amonesta al orador sa- 
grado a que, aun renunciando de buena gana a la elegancia 
cuando as! lo exigen los intereses de la verdad y de la claridad, 
no caiga con ello en la trivialidad y en la chabacaneria*. 

Al analizar los modelos biblicos, San Agustin lo hace a la luz 
de los autores paganos, dentro de un canon aceptado por una 
tradicidn secular. Recordemos tan s61o el ejemplo de la clausula 
metrica que se podia conseguir en el pasaje de San Pablo Ad 
Romanos con im solo pequeho hiperbaton. La finalidad de San 
Agustin es sustituir los autores paganos por la Sagrada Escri- 
tura que, junto con los autores cristianos, constituye el fimda- 
mento de la ciencia cristiana y el modelo que debe imitarse y 
estudiarse^. 

El orador que se forma en la doctrina agustiniana no mira a 
los triunfos y aplausos del foro, sino a la conquista de las almas. 
Sus armas, por tanto, deben ser muy diferentes: piekUe magis 
orationum quam oraiorum facvUcUe^, Esta es la gran diferencia 
entre el orador clasico y el cristiano. San Agustin proclama 
paladinamente la existencia y el poder del elemento sobrenatural 
que ocupa el centre y dede ser la realizacidn intensa de su nuevo 
ideal. Pero aun en ese caso vemos un claro ejemplo de los artificios 
clasicos que no desdena el santo, antes al contrario pone en 
servicio de la verdad. 

San Agustin ha formado en su oratoria un nuevo tipo de ora¬ 
dor. «Asi, pues el hombre elocuente de que aqui tratamos, hace 
cuanto a el toca cuando dice esas cosas de modo que se las es- 
cuche inteligente, agradable y obedientemente. No dude que 

^ Sobre este pun to Cfr. DDC IV 7, 16. — Cfr. tambi6n Norden, Die an tike 
Kunstprosa, Leipzig 1915—1923, pp. 526—528; Eskridge, The influence of 
Cicero upon Augustine in the development of his oratorical theory for the 
training of the ecclesiastical orator, Menasha 1912, pp. 30—36,46—47; Baldwin, 
Medieval Rhetoric and Poetic, New York 1928, pp. 61—64. 

* De cat. rud. 9, 13. 

* DDC IV 10, 24. — Cfr. Tdcito, De orat. 21; Quint., Inst. orat. VIII 3, 17. 

* DDC IV 20, 39; IV 21, 50; II 42, 63. 

» DDC IV 16, 32. 
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todo esto lo puede, si es que lo puede y en la medida en que lo 
puede, mas por el fervor de las oraciones que por la habilidad de 
los oradores ut orando 'pro se ac pro iUis quos est allocviurus, sit 
orator ante quam dictor^, Por lo tanto, junto a la preparaci6n 
cuidadosa y esmerada, a la manera del orador pagano, el predi- 
cador de la palabra divina debe tener amplia confianza en el 
poder de Dios de quien viene toda elocuencia. «Aprenda, pues, el 
que quiera saber y ensenar, todo lo que debe ser ensefiado y 
adquiera tambi^n aquella habilidad en el hablar que conviene a 
un var6n eclesiastico. Pero en el momento de hablar acuerdese 
de la palabra del £spiritu Santo»^. 

Otro rasgo caracterfstioo de la oratoria agustiniana, que la 
diferencia de los tratados clasicos es la ausencia total de un 
orden didactico y la carencia de detalles unidos por un fluir 
ordenado de las ideas. Seria vano intento busoar en San Agustin 
una unidad intelectual o un orden metddico en las doctrinas 
ret6ricas. Lo que domina es el orden del sentimiento que le 
obliga a prescindir de los detalles que ensehaban en las escuelas 
los retores de profesi6n. Desdeha el arte por el arte, y descarta las 
cuestiones puramente tecnicas, lo cual constituye otra de las 
caracterlsticas esenciales de la obra agustiniana frente a las xi^vax 
clasicas. Nada de reglas y prescripciones minuciosas, tan abun- 
dantes en las ret6ricas antiguas. Se percibe al traves de todas 
las paginas un espiritu y una psicologfa profunda que domina 
toda la concepci6n del DDC. 

Podemos seiialar otra gran diferencia. Las escuelas de los 
retores ensehaban al verdadero disclpulo a ser verdadero artista 
de la palabra. Debla saber conmover a los oyentas, aunque el 
no sintiese la mas minima emocion*. Con Agustin adquiere suma 
importancia el Ttd&og que salva las distancias entre el predicador 
y los oyentes. Es la plena realizaci6n, la mas completa rehabili- 
taci6n del precepto horaciano; Si vis me flere, dolendum est pri- 
mum ipsi tibi. 

Agustin no se habla propuesto abordar los minuciosos detalles 
relatives al arte de la palabra. Y, sin embargo, aJ final de la 
obra se ve que ha discutido, aunque sea sucintamente, casi todas 

1 DDC IV 16,32. * Ibid. 

’ Notemos el amargo recuerdo que nos ha dejado Agustin en las Confesiones 
cuando habla de que tenia que deolamar el passaje de le Eneida, que narra 
las iras de Juno, con la que nada tenia que ver y por la que ningun afecto 
sentla. 
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las cuestiones generales de la retdrica. Como ultima advertencia, 
vuelve de nuevo a recordar la importancia del elemento sobre- 
natural : «En todo momento, ya se disponga el orador a hablar 
al pueblo o a un grupo de personas, ya dicte un discurso destinado 
a ser pronunciado por otro, en todo momento y en todas las 
circumstancias en que se disponga a hablar, ore al Sehor para 
que ponga en su boca palabras convenientes»^. 

El mayor triunfo de Agustin al componer el DDC, y al mismo 
tiempo el cardcter distintivo de la obra agustiniana, es haber 
intentado y conseguido plenamente ima profunda renovacidn 
de la retdrica clasica, enmarcada y dirigida por el espiritu cristia- 
no de la caridad. San Agustin ha demostrado que la sana retd- 
rica no tiene en si elemento alguno contrario a la nueva tem4tica 
del Cristianismo. Para el obispo de Hipona habia desaparecido 
la epoca de una elocuencia que no fuera la elocuencia sagrada, o 
al menos no atribuia importancia a la oratoria de modo que un 
obispo, aunque antes hubiera sido maestro oficial de retdrica, se 
ocupara de sus mil elucubraciones tedricas. 

San Agustin reivindica en su obra una elocuencia distin- 
tamente cristiana, que adquiere su mdxima importancia y una 
firmeza segura. Elevada y vivificada en su espiritu divino, se 
cimienta en la mas pura tradicidn cldsica. El siglo de Agustin 
habia olvidado, o al menos habia menospreciado, la sana doctrina 
aristotelico-ciceroniana, y el obispo de Hipona no podia hacer 
mejor servicio a la retdrica pagana que incorporarla en su con- 
cepcidn cristiana. 

En el ultimo parrafo de la obra encontramos una frase que 
compendia toda su exposicidn. Exige al orador una doctrina, una 
ciencia sana distinta de la que se aprendia en las escuelas de los 
sofistas. Para nuestro santo no hay otra ciencia sana que la 
cristiana, doctrina sana, id eat Christiana, Por eso el programs 
agustiniano es im retomo a la sana teoria de los tiempos clasicos: 
y sobre la teoria del clasicismo vivificada por im espiritu cristia- 
no, construye Agustin toda una teoria cristiana que encuentra 
su expresidn mas completa en el DDC. 

San Agustin ha concedido en su tratado oratorio una maxima 
importancia a la teoria del estilo en contra de ciertos sectores 
del cristianismo que miraban con recelo y sospecha cualquier 


^ DDC IV 30, 63. 
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adorno de la verdad, como nos dice el mismo en sus Confessiones. 
Pero al mismo tiempo ha sabido poner en guardia al predicador 
sagrado frente a los excesos de la soflstica, iniciando un retorno 
a la simplicidad aristotelica y ciceroniana. Esta vuelta a los mol- 
des seguros de la antigiiedad representa im grande y rotundo 
triunfo no s61o para la predicacidn sagrada, amenazada en su 
tiempo de corrientes barrocas nada ortodoxas, sino para la misma 
retdrica clasica, hundida en el servilismo mds bajo de la expresidn 
externa al contenido intemo. San Agnstin prestd un gran ser- 
vicio a la humanidad entera, y en especial a la ciencia cristiana, 
al sustituir la pedagogla estatica y formalista de la epoca por an 
nuevo orden de valores vitales. «Augustine had been doubtless a 
popular professor; Christianity made him a great teachers 

^ Baldwin, o. c., p. 64. 
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The doctrine of those Fathers who were interested in the 
ethical basis of property embodied two important elements — 
the Sophistic distinction between nature and convention worked 
out especially by the Stoics, and the Christian ideas of creation 
and sin. These elements were combined to form an accoimt of 
property which became a characteristic of Christian ethical 
thought for many centuries to come. On this view, private 
property is secured by the ius gentium and is conventional; the 
common ownership of property and its individual use is secured 
by the ius naturcde. But sin has introduced a new factor into 
the moral situation by making men greedy and selfish. When man 
became depraved, to each individual had to be assigned what 
he could regard as his own, and he needed to be confirmed in the 
possession of it. The task of organising the ownership of private 
property was undertaken by the State. Hence it is true to say 
that private property is a creation of the State which defines, 
limits, and changes the conditions of ownership. Thus Augustine 
tells his congregation, “You own land by right derived from the 
Emperor; take away the laws of the State, and who dares to 
say, ‘That is my estate’, or, ‘That slave is mine’, or, ‘That 
house belongs to me’?” {Tr. in Joh. 6,25). There is a legal right 
to private property, but the State has the right to alter the laws 
of possession, and the private citizen has no appeal against its 
decision — as Augustine pointed out to the Donatists in the same 
sermon. The authority of the State here, as elsewhere, operates 
to curb the worse effects of sin in human nature, though the 
State itself would never have come into existence had man not 
sinned. 

If the private ownership of property is secured by the State 
and conditions of ownership are laid down by positive law, it is 
natural right which determines the common ownership of pro- 
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perty, and here the Fathers are more indebted to the Bible than 
to the philosophers. God created the world, set man in it, and 
gave him “dominion” over every creature. He has ordained that 
every man ought to have his share of the earth’s abundance, and, 
by ids own divine authority, has guaranteed his right to it. 
Since God alone is the sole rightful owner of what he has created, 
everyone who owns property owns it by Grod’s gift and ap¬ 
pointment ; hence, those who are in need have a right to share in 
the superfluities of the rich, and upon the rich is imposed the 
duty of sharing their wealth with the poor. One implication of 
this view is that almsgiving is more than the fugitive expression 
of human good-nature; it is a form of justice. Those who have 
too little to maintain themselves have a right to what others 
have in excess of what is required to satisfy their needs. In 
S. Peter Damian’s phrase, the rich are dispensatorea, not posses- 
sores, S. Thomas Aquinas thought that if anyone was in grave 
danger of dying of starvation and had no other means of getting 
food, he had a natural right to relieve his distress by using the 
property of somebody else, taking it either secretly or openly 
(Summa Theologica II 2, Q. LXVI). An owner’s right to do what 
he likes with his own is limited; he has a right to use his property 
as he wishes only if he recognises the duty of regulating his use 
of it by due concern for the satisfaction of the needs of other 
people. 

Christian writers in the Patristic period, and long afterwards, 
accepted this account of property in principle; it was still essen- 
tiaUy the view of Aquinas in the 13th century, but by the 17th 
century it had changed considerably, and in John Locke it 
reached its opposite. The latter wrote in The True End of Civil 
GovernmerU: “Every man has a property in his own person. This 
nobody ha,s a right to but himself. The labour of his body and the 
work of his hands we may say are properly his. Whatsoever, 
then, he removes out of the state that nature hath provided and 
left it in, he hath mixed his labour with it, and joined to it 
something that is his own, and thereby makes it his property.” 
That is to say, a man has a natural right to anything that he 
has obtained by his own work rather than a natural right to a 
share in all those things which God has created for him richly 
to enjoy. Kant and Hegel were much less sure of such a natural 
right as Locke had defended. They held that if men were to enjoy 
what was private, that must be by permission of the General 
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Will, which, 8.8 a consequence, could provide new frontiers bet¬ 
ween public and private property. 

In his own thinking about property, Augustine begins with 
the Biblical faith that since God is the Creator, he is the only 
genuine owner of all things — the earth is the Lord’s and the 
fulness thereof. A man’s property, he says, belongs to God who 
created it, as a slave’s property belongs to his master (Enarr. in 
Ps. 49,17). All property is held in trust from God. It is distributed 
by divine .justice to good and bad alike, so that to the former, who 
use it to relieve want, it may become a means of grace, and to 
the latter, who corrupt themselves by using it selfishly, it may 
become the instrument of their destruction. The rich must not be 
avaricious or covetous, and the poor must not complain that 
wealthy people do not have to work for a living; even rich men 
have work to do, the bishop adds a trifle ingenuously, but they 
work with their heads instead of with their hands, and that is 
more tiring (Contra Jul. op, imp, VI29). In itself, wealth is neither 
good nor bad; it may be the occasion of goodness or wickedness, 
though in view of the corruption of human nature, it is more 
often the occasion of wickedness. Nevertheless, although a 
Christian who is rich always runs the risk of putting his wealth 
to iU use, he need not feel obliged to relinquish his possessions 
and live in poverty. It is true that Christ commanded the rich 
young ruler to seU all and to follow him, but that was a counsel 
of perfection given to a man who had already learned to keep 
the law. The first requirement is to lead a good life. That done, 
it will be meritorious to lead the best life by embracing evange¬ 
lical poverty (Contra Faust, V 9—11). 

Augustine held that the legal right to private property is 
one of the most important civil rights. Natural law secures the 
common ownership of property, but it is also the basis of our 
right to private property. We have a natural right to our fair 
share of what God has created for all men, and in a sinful world, 
the institution of private property supported by the positive 
law of the State, is the best means of ensuring that everyone is 
preserved from the worst excesses of human rapacity. It is the 
function of its State, by enacting just laws, to preserve the 
rights of the citizens to property obtained by inheritance, dona¬ 
tion, work, commerce, industry, purchase, and just conquest, 
and, because the political order is corrupted by sin, to use its 
authority in upholding such laws. In a perfect society in which 
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the only law would be the natural law freely obeyed by everyone, 
men would enjoy everything in common, and hence they would 
have no need of the authority of the State to vindicate their 
right to it. Like the State itself, the right to private property is 
at once the evidence and the restraint of sin. Property is legiti¬ 
mate, but what is legitimate in the temporal order may not 
be ideally, and the nearer we approach the life of heaven, the 
more readily shall we do without the earthly possessions which 
mean peace and blessedness to most men, and regard ourselves 
in this world as pilgrims in a strange land. 

Augustine sometimes said that our right to private property 
depends not only upon our legal title to it, but also upon what 
we do with it. The rightful owner of any property has a just 
title to it and also uses it well. If his title is sound, but he uses 
the property badly, he is not its rightful owner. To misuse pro¬ 
perty is to forfeit a claim to it, so that, in theory, everything 
belongs to those who know how to use it well. 

It is not clear how far Augustine wanted to carry this prin¬ 
ciple; taken to its conclusion, it would have some rather start¬ 
ling results. He is inclined to rely upon it in sermons and books 
addressed to the Donatists, and it looks as though in the heat 
of his anti-Donatist polemics, he went much further than he was 
normally willing to go. The argument is simple; only those who 
use property aright are the true owners of it; to use property 
aright is to use it to the glory of God; God is glorified by those 
who have true faith. The conclusion is obvious: the Catholic 
Church alone has true faith, and is, therefore, the only rightful 
owner of property, including the buildings of the Donatists 
annexed to the Church by the decree of Honorius in A. D. 405. 
At Hippo, Augustine felt justified in using the building of the 
Donatist bishop Proculeianus to display his tracts on its walls. 

On this argument, it could be held that the Church was the 
sole rightful owner of all property, and if we take it at its face 
value, we shall be obliged to conclude that Augustine advocated 
a theocratic communism. Some writers, Nourrisson, for example, 
think that this is what Augustine did mean. The argument may 
have been comforting to anyone who was worried about the 
Catholic possession of Donatist property, but it is double-edged, 
and it is unlikely that Augustine himself would have very hear¬ 
tily agreed that in all circumstances it is the function of positive 
law to determine right use, and hence, ownership. It is doubtful 
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whether the argument from right use would have brought him 
much consolation if, on some occasion, the Emperor had decided 
that since the Church was misusing its possessions, it was not 
their rightful owner, or if an Arian Emperor had decided that the 
Church was never capable of using its property aright, since it 
lacked the faith by which God is glorified £is the imdivided 
unity. 

Augustine’s more usual position is that although some people 
use their property badly, it remains their property, unless it 
is forfeit because they have broken some positive law. He thinks 
that it is better to run the risk of having property misused, 
than to disrupt society by organising its re-distribution into 
the hands of people who will use it aright. Even supposing that 
property could be re-distributed without revolutionary social 
upheaval, the number of people we should find good enough to 
use it properly would be very small, and they would be unwilling 
to accept the responsibility of it, for, being good men, the more 
able they were to use their possessions well, the more unwilling 
they would be to run into the moral and spiritual danger which 
wealth presents. 

In arguing that right use constitutes a just title, Augustine 
refers almost verbatim to a passage in Qcero’s De re pvhlica : 
“How happy, then, ought we to esteem that man who alone has it 
in his power ... to enjoy all things as his own — not by any civil 
bond, but by the common right of nature which denies that 
anything can be really possessed by anyone except him who 
understands its true nature and use . . .” (I 17). The ethical 
basis of property was a well-trodden field of ethical and legal 
discussion in the schools of the Empire, and it is curious that 
Augustine does not refer to Plato or Aristotle or to anyone else 
who had made any important contribution to the discussion, 
except Cicero. In those passages in which Augustine argues that 
the ethical basis of property is right use, he is probably relying 
chiefly on Qcero for support, but his more characteristic position 
is that the ethical baais of property is natural right. 
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L’influence de Tteuvre augustinienne dans I’Oceident 
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Saint Augustin a ete un des auteurs les plus lus en Occident, 
n est important de savoir dans quelles conditions son oeuvre a 
ete re 9 ue dans les premiers sifecles du Moyen Age. On pent le 
savoir en relevant les manuscrits pre-carolingiens qui renferment 
des ouvrages d’Augustin et les citations augustiniennes contenues 
dans les ecrits de cette epoque. On constate une diffusion rapide 
des oeuvres d’Augustin dans les royaumes barbares mediterraneens 
au VI*. En Gaule meridionale, en Italie du Nord et du Sud, des 
laics et des clercs ont lu et commente certains grands traites 
tels le De civitate Dei, le De doctrina Christiana et le De Trini- 
tate, Cassiodore k Vivarium, Gregoire le Grand k Rome posse- 
daient la plupart des ouvrages d’Augustin. Au VII® siecle au 
contraire Toeuvre d’Augustin n’est re 9 ue que dans I’Espagne 
wisigothique k Seville, k Saragosse, k Tolfede. En Gaule mero- 
vingienne Augustin est k peu prfes inconnu. II faut attendre la 
fin du VII* si&cle et le debut du VIII® pour retrouver des lecteurs 
d’Augustin. Les moines de larrow en Angleterre, ceux de Luxeuil 
Autun, Corbie, Fleury en Gaule font venir d’ltalie des ouvrages 
d’Augustin et en recopient dans leur scriptoria. Dans le roy- 
aume lombard le roi Luitprand fait transferer de Sardaigne k 
Pa vie les reliques d’Augustin. 

Tous les ouvrages d’Augustin pourtant n’ont pas eu le mfeme 
succ^s. Parmi les plus frequemment recopies et cites figurent les 
traites exegetiques (Enarrationes in Psalmos, De Oenesi ad 
litteram, De consensu evangelistarum, Tractatus in Evangelium 
Johannis), les ouvrages de morale (Speculum, De bono conjugali, 
De agone christiano) et les traites de legislation monastique (Regu- 
la et De opere monachorum). Dans une deuxifeme categorie il faut 
placer les ouvrages lus seulement en Europe meridionale au VI* 
et VII® et delaisses ailleurs (Confessiones, De civitate Dei, De 
doctrina Christiana). Enfin en troisifeme lieu viennent les oeuvres 
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rarement lues (2>e musica, De ordine, De magiatro, Contra Aca- 
demicos, De beata vita), Les lettres de I’epoque barbare ont sur- 
tout vu en Augustin I’exegfete, le moraliste et le moine. A I’epoque 
carolingienne on decouvre Thistorien et le pedagogue, au X® et 
XI® le philosophe. Chaque epoque trouve dans Augustin une 
reponse k ses besoins et k ses aspirations. 
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Die Spannung von Metaphysik und Heilsgeschichte in der 
Trinitatslehre Augustins 

M. ScHMAUS, Mtinchen 


Seit Theodor de Regnons VeroflFentlichungen^ iiber die Gre- 
schichte der Trinitatslehre gehort es zum unverlierbaren Besitz 
unserer dogmengeschichtlichen Kenntnisse, daB es zwei ver- 
Bchiedene Trinitatsvorstellungen in der orthodoxen Kirche des 
Altertums gab, eine sogenannte griechisch-antiochenische und 


' Th. de R^gnon, Etudes de th6ologie positive sur la sainte Trinity I—IV, 
Paris 1892—1898. M. Schmaus, Die psyohologische Trinitatslehre des heiligen 
Augustinus, Munster 1927 (Miinsterische Beitrage zur Theologie 11). Ders., 
Die Trinitatslehre des Fulgentius von Ruspe, in: Charisteria Alois Rzach zum 
80. Greburtstag, Reichenberg 1930. Ders., Augustinus und die Trinitatslehre 
Wilhelms von Ware, in: Aurelius Augustinus. Festschrift der GOrres-Gresell- 
sohaft, hrsg. von M. Grabmann und J. Mausbach, Kdln 1930. Ders., Der 
Liber propugnatorius des Thomas Anglious und die Lehrunterschiede zwischen 
Thomas von Aquin und Duns Scotus, 11. Teil: Die trinitarischen Lehrdiffe- 
renzen, l.Halbband: Darstellung, 2.Halbband: Texte, Munster 1930 (Beitrage 
zur Geschichte der Philosophie und Theologie des Mittelalters 29). Ders., Die 
Gotteslehre des Augustinus Triumphus naoh seinem Sentenzenkommentar, in: 
Aus der Geisteswelt des Mittelalters. Festschrift M. Grabmann 11, Munster 
1935 (Beitrage zur Geschichte der Philosophie und Theologie des Mittelalters. 
Suppl. 3), 896—953. Ders., Die Trinitatslehre des Simon von Toumai, Recher- 
ches de theologie ancienne et m6di6vale3, 1931, 373fif. Ders., Die Texte der 
Trinitatslehre in den Sentenzen des Simon von Toumai, Recherches de th6o- 
logie ancienne et m6di6vale4, 1932, 59—72.187—198. 294—307. Ders., Aurelius 
Augustinus. Fiinfzehn Bucher iiber die Dreieinigkeit, 2 Bande, Kempten 1925 
(Bibliothek der Kirchenvater). Das gleiche in Auswahl 1936. Ders., Das Fort- 
wirken der augustinischen Trinitatspsychologie bis zur karolingischen Zeit, in: 
Vitae et Veritati. Festgabe fur K. Adam, Diisseldorf 1956, 44—56. A. Stohr, 
Die Trinitatslehre des heiligen Bonaventura I, Munster 1923 (Miinsterische 
Beitrage zur Theologie 3). Ders., Die Hauptrichtungen der spekulativen 
Trinitatslehre in der Theologie des 13. Jahrhunderts, Theologische Quartal- 
schrift 49, 1925, 113—135. Ders., Des Gottfried von Fontaines Stellung in der 
Trinitatslehre, Zeitschrift fur kath. Theologie 50, 1926, 177—195. Ders., Die 
Trinitatslehre Ulrichs von StraBburg, Miinster 1928 (Miinsterische Beitrage 
zur Theologie 13). M. Mellet 0. P. — Th. Camelot 0. P., Oeuvres de saint 
Augustin 15: La trinity, 2 Bande, Paris 1955, mit reichen Literatur- 
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eine sogenannte alexandrinisch-abendlandische^. Der wesentliche 
Unterschied liegt darin, daB die zuerst genannte Richtung in 
dem einheitlichen Ganzen der Trinitatslehre den Akzent auf die 
Dreiheit der Personen, die an zweiter Stelle genannte auf die 
Einheit des Wesens legt. Die erste Deutung laBt sich als die 
biblisch-heilsgeschichtliche, die zweite als die philosophisch- 
metaphysische kennzeichnen. Beztiglich ihres Hauptvertreters 
Augustinus erklarte der Tlibinger Theologe J. Kuhn*: „Der 
Gegensatz, der zwischen der friiheren und spateren, namentlich 
augustinischen Auffassung und Darstellung der trinitarischen 
Einheit Gottes stattfindet, ist nichts anderes als der von uns 
nachgewiesene Unterschied der vorstellungs- und der begrifiFs- 
maBigen Bestimmung derselben, und es kann daher nur von 
einem Fortschritt (profectvs) in der Erkenntnis, keineswegs von 
einer neuen Lehre ^e Rede sein. Die Einheit wird vorstellungs- 
maBig in dem Vater als dem Prinzip der Gottheit, begrifFsmaBig 
in den drei gottlichen Personen zugleich erkannt.“ ,,Auf dem 
Standpunkte der Vorstellung ist die absolute (numerische) Ein¬ 
heit Gottes inbegrifiFen (vorausgesetzt), auf dem des BegriflFes 

angaben 77—S3. E. Benz, Marius Victorinus und die Entwicklung der 
abendlandischen Willensmetaphysik, Stuttgart 1932. F. CavaUera, La 
doctrine de saint Augustin sur 1’Esprit-Saint k propos du «De Trinitatet, 
Recherches de Th^logie ancienne et m^di^vale 2, 1930, 365--387 und 
3, 1931, 5—19. A. Dahl, Augustin und Plotin. Philosophische Unter- 
suchungen zum Trinitatsproblem und zur Nuslehre, Lund 1945. J. 
de Ghellinok, Patristique et moyen-ftge, Paris 1948 (Etudes d’histoire litt^- 
raire et dootrinale 3), 339-484. P. F. Merklen, Sanctus Aurelius Augustinus. 
U «De Trinitate*. Trad., introd. et notes, 1.1, Florenz 1930 (Biblioteca agosti- 
niana 10). H. Paissac, Th^ologie du Verbe, saint Augustin et saint Thomas, 
Paris 1951. 0. Perler, Der Nus bei Plotin und das Verbum bei Augustinus als 
vorbildliche Ursache der Welt, Freiburg 1931. A. Lauras, Deux images du 
Christ et de r£glise dans la predication augustinienne, in: Augustinus Magister 
(Intemationaler AugustinuskongreB 1954), Pans 1954,667-675. M. Nedoncelle, 
L'intersubjectivite humaine est-elle pour saint Augustin une image de la 
Trinite? in: Augustinus Magister 595—602. J. Plagnieux, Influence de la lutte 
anti-peiagienne sur le DeTrinitate, ou christocentiisme de saint Augustin, in: 
Augustinus Magister, 817—826. M. F. Sciacca, Trinite et unite de Tesprit, in: 
Augustinus Magister, 521—533. A. Turrado, La inhabitacidn de la Sma Trini¬ 
dad en los justos segun la doctrina de San Agustln, in: Augustinus Magister, 
683—593. P. Henry-P. Hadot, Marius Victorinus, Traites theologiques sur la 
Trinite, 2 Bande, Paris 1960 (Sources Chretiennes 68/69). 

^ M. Schmaus, Die psychologische Trinitatslehre des hi. Augustinus, 
10 - 22 . 

• J. Kuhn, Katholische Dogmatik II: Die Christliche Lehre von der 
Heiligen Dreieinigkeit, Tubingen 1857, 105. 
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ist es der Hypostasenunterschied/* Die augustinische Erklarung 
stellt nach ihm den hoheren Standpunkt und den AbschluB dar. 

Vom rein philosophischen Standpunkt aus wird man Kuhn 
zustimmen miissen. Es fragt sich jedoch, ob man seinem Urteil 
ohne jede Einschrankung sioh anschlieBen kann. 

Fiir die Beurteilung der augustinischen Trinitatskonzeption 
ist es wichtig, auf die Geschichte der Trinitatslehre vor 
Augustinus einen kurzen Blick zu werfen, sodann ihre Haupt- 
linien herauszuarbeiten und ihre Tragweite fiir den Glaubens- 
vollzug zu charakterisieren. 

Was die voraugustinische Trinitatslehre betrifiFt, so bietet 
weder das Alte noch das Neue Testament eine Metaphysik des 
dreipersonlichen gottlichen Lebens. Die Heilige Schrift bezeugt 
vielmehr den trinitarischen Charakter Gottes, indem sie daa 
Heilshandeln der drei gottlichen Personen bezeugt. Im Neuen 
Testament tritt hervor, daB der im Alten Testament offenkundig 
gewordene Gott seinen Sohn in die Welt gesandt hat. Dieser 
wiederum hat den Heiligen Geist als seinen unsichtbaren irdischen 
Stellvertreter fiir die Zeit seiner eigenen relativen Abwesenheit 
verheiBen. In ihm ergreifb er die Menschen, um sie nach seinem 
eigenen Bilde zu verwandeln. Der BildbegrifF von der Sendung 
stellt das Schliisselwort fiir die neutestamentliche TrinitatsoflFen- 
barung dar. Es wird also die Heilsfunktion des Sohnes und des 
Geistes hervorgehoben. Ihr inneres Verhaltnis zu Gott bzw. zum 
Vater tritt zuriick. Es ist in den Sendungen impliziert, erfahrt 
aber keine formale explizite Schilderung^. 

Die Explikation dessen, was in dem SendungsbegriflF ein- 
geschlossen ist, blieb der Theologie der nachbiblischen Zeit 
anheimgegeben. Hieriiber sind wir dmch vielfache Unter- 
suchungen, zuletzt und wohl besonders zuverl^ig durch G. Aeby 
O. F. M. Cap., Les Missions divines de Saint Justin i Origine, 
Fribourg 1968, unterrichtet^. Lange Zeit herrschte unter den 
Theologen groBe Unsicherheit. In Ubereinstimmimg mit der 
Heiligen Schrift wurde die Bezeichnung „Gott“ lange Zeit 
hindurch auf den Vater angewandt. Justin der Martyrer, Irenaus, 


^ Al. Grillmeier S. J., Antikes und neuzeitliches Denken in Begegnungen mit 
dem Christentum. Ein Bericht iiber neuere Studien zur christliohen Theologie, 
Scholastik 34, 1959, 379—385. H. de Lavalette, Dreifaltigkeit, in: Lexikon fur 
Theologie und Kirche III, Freiburg i. Br. 1959, 546f. J. Felderer, ebd. 
554-559. H. Rahner, ebd. 548-554. 

* Vgl. Grillmeier, a. a. 0. 

33 Studia Patristica VI 
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Tertullian, aber auch die Kappadozischen Vater des 4. Jahr- 
hunderts, sowie der Griechenschiiler Hilarius zeigen diesen 
Sprachgebrauch^. Er ist auch charakteristisch fiir die alien 
Symbola*. Die Gott genannte erste gottliche Person sendet den 
Logos in die Welt. Das Verhaltnis zwischen Gott und dem Logos 
bzw. dem Sohne wird in der Zeit vor dem Konzil von Niz^ fast 
allenthalben subordinatianisch erklart®. Der vollig unsichtbare 
Vater bringt zum Zwecke der WelterschafiFung den Logos hervor, 
wie die christlichen Theologen in Verwendung platonisch-stoi- 
scher Elemente sagen. Im Arianismus hat diese These ihre hare- 
tische Zuspitzung erfahren. Die orthodoxe Theologie hingegen 
lernt mit fortschreitender Deutlichkeit, zwischen der Sendung 
und der ewigen Zeugimg des Logos zu unterscheiden. Tertullian 
und Hippolyt leiten diese theologische Arbeit ein, Klemens von 
Alexandrien, Novatian und Origenes fiihren sie weiter*. Die 
Sendungen werden dabei mit steigender Klarheit als der Aus- 
druck der im inneren gottlichen Leben herrschenden Verhaltnisse 
erkannt. Die Zuwendung der Theologie zu den innergottlichen 
Hervorgangen brachte das Problem von der Zuordnung von 
Einheit und Dreiheit in Gott. Fiir die Theologie der ersten Zeit 
nach der biblischen Aera hatte dieses Problem keine Dringlich- 
keit, weil man die Einheit Gottes in Gott dem Vater, der einfach- 
hin Gott genannt wurde, unreflektiert gewahrleistet sah®. Die 
Frage wurde erst akut, als man von den Sendungen aus den 
Blick riickwartsschauend in das innergottliche Leben selbst 
richtete, aus welchem die gottlichen Sendungen wie Wellen- 
bewegungen aus der Tiefe hervorkamen. Es ist nicht gelungen, 
und es konnte nicht gelingen, die Einheit und die Dreiheit so 

^ M. Schmaus, Die psychologische Trinitatslehre, 19. K. Rahner, Theos im 
Neuen Testament, in; Schriften zur Theologie I, Einsiedeln 1954, 91—167. 
J. A. Jungmann, Die Frohbotschaft und unsere Glaubensverkiindigung, 
Regensburg 1936. M. Schmaus, Katholische Dogmatik I, 6. Aufl. Miinchen 
1960, 379—382. H. Rahner, Dreifaltigkeit, in: Lex. f. Theol. u. Kirche III 
(1959), 548-554. 

* H. Denzinger, Enchiridion symbolorum, 30. Aufl. bes. von K. Rahner, 
Freiburg 1955. E. Lichtenstein, Die alteste christliche Glaubensformel, Zeit- 
schrift £. Kirchengeschichte N. F. 1 (63), 1950/51, 1—74. Vgl. auch die Pra- 
fationen. 

® Al. Grillmeier, a. a. O. H. Tiichle, Kirchengeschichte I: Das christliche 
Altertum, 14. Aufl., Paderbom 1955, § 32, § 46f. G. Bardy, La crise Ariemie, 
in: A. Fliche-V. Martin, Histoire de I’Eglise III, Paris 1939, 69—97. 

* H. Tiichle, a. a. O. 

® M. Schmaus, Die psych. Trinitatslehre, 12—18 (im folgenden: Schmaus). 
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zusammenzuschauen, daB keine unbewaltigte Problematik 
zurtickblieb. In der Reflexion iiber die Frage verharrten die 
griechischen Theologen auBerhalb Alexandriens, d. h. auBerhalb 
der EinfluBsphare Plotins, in der biblischen und friihchrist- 
lichen Denkweise^. Dies bedeutet, daB sie, wie zu Anfang betont 
wurde, ihren Blick zunachst auf die drei Personen richteten. Sie 
vertraten damit ein Gnmdanliegen der Heiligen Schrift selbst. 
Wie die Einheit Gottes damit in Einklang zu bringen sei, war 
ihnen erst eine zweite Sorge. So sahen sie in dem Vater als der 
Quelle der Gottheit die Einheit Gottes verankert. Diese These 
treffen wir z. B. bei Basilius, bei Gregor von Nazianz und erst 
recht natiirlich bei den vomizanischen Theologen*. Vielfach 
wird von diesen Theologen auch die Einheit des gottlichen 
Wesens, der ovala, als Grund fiir die Einheit Gottes angefiihrt®. 
In der Theologie der Kappadozier tritt jedoch hierbei die Be- 
fiirchtung zutage, es konnte die iiber den {moaxdaeu; stehende 
ovala als die eigentliche Gottheit erscheinen^. Dieses Bedenken 
gegen die Verankerung der Einheit in der einen ovala statt im 
Vater als dem Quell des gottlichen Lebens hat zunachst eine 
metaphysische Basis. Noch wichtiger diirfte jedoch die existen- 
tielle sein. Es lag den Kappadoziem oflFensichtlich am Herzen, 
den Vollzug des Glaubens in die rechte Bahn zu weisen. 

Das Gebet des Glaubigen kann sich nicht an die ovala, sondem 
nur an die vTidaraaig richten. Wenn man zum Vater betet, 
kommt auch die mittlerische Funktion des von ihm gesandten 
Sohnes sowie die Rolle des Heiligen Geistes gebiihrend zur 
Geltung. Mit dem metaphysischen Gesichtspunkt verbindet 
sich also in dieser Theologie der heilsgeschichtliche bzw. der 
heilshafte. Dieser flndet noch eine besondere Auspragung, wenn 
die griechische Theologie, wiederum vor allem die Theologie 
der Kappadozier, den Heiligen Geist Geschenk nennt®. Diese 
Bezeichnung schlieBt eine Beziehung zur Kreatur in sich, in- 
sofern der Geist das Geschenk Gottes an den Menschen ist. 
Hierbei verdient eine Schattierung der griechischen Formu- 
lierung besondere Beachtung. Man verwendet die Ausdriicke 
Scoged und dcogrjfia, nicht jedoch das Wort dcbgov. Die zuerst 
genannten Worte bezeichnen eine Tatigkeit, den Akt des 
Schenkens. So wird auch eine andere griechische Beneniiung 

^ Al. Grillmeier, a. a. 0. 

* Schraaus, 12—17. * Schmaus, 17f. 

* Schmaus, 18. * Schmaus, 75 f. 
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fiir den Heiligen Greist verstandlich, namlich die Bezeichnung 
,,Tatigkeit“^. Wir konnen die Eigentiimlichkeit der griechischen 
Trinitatserklarung dnrch das Bild einer geraden Linie veran- 
schaulichen. Sie erhebt sich in der ersten gottlichen Person, 
bewegt sich zum Sohn und vollendet sich im Heiligen Greiste. 
Parallel zu dieser Bewegung lauft eine andere, es ist die Be- 
wegung der Sendungen. 

Augustinus nimmt in der Problematik von Einheit und Drei- 
heit die Gegenposition ein. Ihm ist es primar um die Einheit und 
erst sekundar um die Dreiheit zu tun Diese Stellungnahme 
stellte nichts vollkommen Neues dar. Sie begegnet uns in der 
nachnizanischen alexandrinischen Theologie sowie bei den vor- 
augustinischen lateinischen Theologen®. Augustinus aber hat 
diese Sicht mit groOer Konsequenz und mit unabsehbarer 
Tragweite fiir die Zukunft ausgearbeitet. Es soil allerdings 
im Vortibergehen vermerkt werden, daB sich die beiden Kon- 
zeptionen nie vollig voneinander trennen lassen, insofem den 
Vertretem der Dreiheit naturgemaB auch die Einheit ein un- 
aufhebbares Anliegen ist, wie umgekehrt den Vertretem der 
Einheit die Sorge um die Dreiheit auferlegt ist. So finden sich 
auch bei Augustinus, dem entschiedensten und erfolgreichsten 
Exponenten der alexandrinisch-lateinischen Auffassung, grie- 
chische Ziige, und zwar an bedeutenden Stellen. Ich verweise 
auf folgendes. Im 4. Buch seines groBen Trinitatswerkes sagt 
Augustinus, daB der Vater der Urgrund der ganzen Gdttlichkeit 
Oder, wie man vielleicht richtiger sagt, der ganzen Grottheit ist 
(De trinit(Ue IV 20, 29). Bezuglich des Hervorgangs des Heiligen 
Geistes von Vater und Sohn erklart Augustinus, daB der Geist 
vom Vater principaliter (urgrundhaft) hervorgeht (De trinikUe 
XV 17, 29). An einer anderen Stelle (De vera religione 7, 13) 
behauptet Augustinus, daB jede Kreatur von der einen schopfe- 
rischen Trinitat hervorgebracht sei, aber derart, daB aUes der 
Vater durch den Sohn im Gteschenk des Heiligen Geistes ge- 
schaflFen habe. In solchen Formulierungen ist noch die alte 
Trinitatsvorstellung lebendig^. 

Augustinus konnte sich oflFensichtlich der Tradition nicht 
vollkommen entziehen. Sein wissenschaftliches Herz schlagt 

^ Schmaus, 76 f. 

* Schmaus, 100—110. 

* Schmaus, 10—22. 

^ Schmaus, 133—136. 
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jedoch an einer anderen Stelle. Der Hauptakzent fallt bei ihm 
auf die eine Substanz oder besser gesagt auf die eine essentia 
Gottes, „wo wir nach unseren bescheidenen Kraften im schwa- 
chen Ahnen Vater, Sohn und Heiligen Geist erkennen“ (De 
trinitcUe III 11, 21). In den ersten Zeilen seines Werkes 
liber die Dreieinigkeit bezeichnet es Augustinus als Thema seines 
Werkes, dariiber Rechenschaft zu geben, daB die Trinitat der 
eine und alleinige wahre Gott sei (12). Die Formeln devs 
trinus, deus trinitas sind fiir Augustinus charakteristisch. 
Sie sind erschopfend zusammengestellt in dem Index, welchen 
E. Hendrikx der Ausgabe des Werkes des Heiligen Augustinus 
liber die Trinitat in der BihliotMque Augustinienne (1955), 
Seite 570 beigefiigt hat. Der Unterschied zu der friiheren For- 
mulierung kommt besonders eindrucksvoll zur Darstellung, 
wenn Augustinus von dem Vater, dem Sohne und dem Heiligen 
Geiste, dem einen Gottschopfer, der allmachtigen Trinitat 
spricht (De trinitate IV 21, 30) oder von der hochsten Trinitat, 
dem absolut allmachtigen schopferischen Gott (ebd. IX 1, 1). 
In den alten Symbolen heiOt es hingegen: „Ich glaube an den 
allmachtigen Gott, den Schopfer.“ 

Wenn man fragt, wie Augustinus zu seiner Sicht gekommen 
ist, wird man antworten miissen: durch die neuplatonische Philo- 
sophie mit ihrer Einheitslehre^. Es ist charakteristisch, daB die 
Anfange der von Augustinus entfalteten Trinitatskonzeption in 
Alexandrien liegen. Der platonischen Philosophie entnahm 
Augustinus, sei es fiber Marius Victorinus, sei es uber Porphyrius, 
den BegriflF des absoluten Seins. Dieser durchherrscht sein ganzes 
Denken. Es bestimmt auch seine Trinitatskonzeption. Wenn- 
gleich Augustinus fiir die Erklarung des innergottlichen Lebens 
mit Hilfe der Prozessionen und der Relationen sich der aristo- 
telischen Kategorien bediente*, so ist doch seine Grundauf- 
fassung durch die neuplatonische Seinslehre gepragt. So steht 
Plotin an der Schwelle der fiir das Abendland typischen Trini- 
tatsbegriflFlichkeit. Wenn Augustinus die christhche Trinitats¬ 
lehre in die Dimension der BegrifFlichkeit trug, wie sich Kuhn 
ausdriickt, so leistet hierbei Plotin den maBgebenden Dienst. 

Es ist, wie wenn Augustinus die vom Neuplatonismus drohende 
Gefahr spiiren wiirde, wenn er hervorhebt, daB das eine Sein, 


' Vgl. Al. Grillmeier, a. a. 0. 
‘ Schmaus, 130. 
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das eine Wesen, nicht als eine den Personen iiberlegene und iiber 
ihnen stehende Realitat verstanden werden diirfe (De trinitate 
VII 6, 11). Eine solche Vorstellung ergabe nach ihm eine 
Quaternitat, welche die Trinitat zerstbren wiirde (Brief 120, 
3, 3). Der Einsatz der neuplatonischen PHilosophie fuhrt also 
bei Augustinus nicht zu einer Verzeichnung der christlichen 
Trinitatslehre. 

Es fragt sich jedoch, ob er nicht mit einem hohen existen- 
tiellen Preis bezahlt werden muQte. 

Fur die Klarung dieser Frage muB darauf aufmerksam ge- 
macht werden, daB Augustin is in der Einheit des Wesens nicht 
nur den Grand fiir die Einheit und Einzigkeit Gottes, sondern 
auch fiir die Einheit des gottlichen Wirkens im auBergottlichen 
Bereich sah. Man triflFt die Meinung Augustins, wenn man das 
Wesen als das 'princi'pium quo alles gottlichen Wirkens versteht^. 
Vater, Sohn und Geist sind durch das Wesen als ein einziges 
Tatigkeitsprinzip tatig. Gelegentlich ist diese Vorstellung auch 
schon friiher, z. B. von Irenaus, ausgedrtickt worden. Aber erst 
Augustinus hat die These mit auBerster Konsequenz durch- 
gefiihrt. Die drei gottlichen Personen treten nicht je gesondert 
und gemaB ihrer personalen Eigenart mit dem an Gott glauben- 
den Menschen in Verbindung, sondern immer nur als eine un- 
unterscheidbare Tatigkeitseinheit. Sie bleiben gewissermaBen 
hinter dem einen gottlichen Wesen, welches ihnen als substan- 
tielle Wirkkraft dienlr, zuriick^. Der vom Heilswirken Gottes 
getroflFene Mensch kommt daher unmittelbar nur mit dem Wesen 
in Beziehung. Die Tragweite der augustinischen These tritt in 
dem Inkarnationsproblem in helles Licht. Um seine Lehre von 
der absoluten Einheit des gottlichen Wirkens im geschopflichen 
Bereich durchfiihren zu konnen, erklart er*, daB die menschliche 
Natur des Logos von alien drei gottlichen Personen unterschieds- 
los gewirkt sei. Ahnlich werde, was dem Heiligen Geist zu- 
geschrieben werde, von alien drei gottlichen Personen im 
Menschen ohne Unterschied gewirkt. Augustinus wird hierbei 
nicht von der Frage bedriickt, ob die These von der von den drei 
gottlichen Personen gewirkten menschlichen Natur Jesu Christi 
nicht dadurch einen verhangnisvollen StoB erleidet, daB diese 


^ Schmaus, 151—159. 
* Ebd. 

’ Schmaus, 152. 
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menschliche Natur nur zum himmlischen Logos und nicht zu 
den beiden anderen Personen in hypostatische Beziehung trete. 

Mit dieser Frage ist schon eine entscheidende Schwache der 
augustinischen Konzeption vor unser Auge getreten. Wenn wir 
diese kritisch wurdigen wollen, sind vor allem zwei Gesicbts- 
pnnkte zu beachten. Der eine betriflFfc die Frage, ob in der augu¬ 
stinischen Konzeption nicht die platonische Metaphysik die 
biblische Heilsgeschichte uberwuchert hat, der andere das Pro¬ 
blem, ob sich zu dem Gott der augustinischen Konzeption beten 
lasse, d. h. ob sich ihm gegeniiber der Glaube vollziehen lasse. 

Was die erste Frage betrifift, so it}t die augustinische Trinitats¬ 
lehre statisch, nicht dynamisch. Die eine essentia ruht nach 
Augustinus in sich selbst. Sie wird durch die drei gottlichen Per¬ 
sonen in ihrem inneren Bereiche aufgelockert. Augustinus ver- 
wendet zur Erklarung dieses Zustandes den BegrifF der Relation. 
Er betrachtet jedoch hierbei Vater, Sohn und Geist nicht in 
ihrem innergottlichen Lebensaustausch, sondern in ihrem inner- 
gottlichen Dasein. So scheint die von der Schrift den einzelnen 
Personen zugeschriebene heilsgeschichtliche Funktion in der 
augustinischen Konzeption keinen Platz zu haben. Es entsteht 
das Bild eines trinitarischen „Gottes an sich“. Gegeniiber der 
voraugustinischen Zeit bedeutet dies einen tiefgreifenden Unter- 
schied. Dies wird wohl am eindrucksvollsten deutlich, wenn wir 
fragen, ob in der augustinischen Lehre die von der Schrift 
bezeugte Bewegimg vom Vater iiber den S ^hn im Heiligen Geist 
auf die Menschen hin, sowie die durch die romische Liturgie in 
den Formeln per Christum in Spiritu Sancto ad Patrem aus- 
gedriickte Bewegung verstandlich gemacht werden kann. Wenn 
man diese Frage nicht einfachhin verneinen will, bedarf es 
mannigfacher Kiinsteleien, um sie einigermaBen bejahen zu 
konnen. Die augustinische Trinitatslehre hat den Fortschritt, 
welchen sie im Bereiche der philosophischen Durchdringung 
darstellt, mit dem Verlust heilsgeschichtlicher Dynamik bezahlen 
miissen. 

Was die zweite Frage betrifft, so laBt sich zu dem augustinisch 
vorgestellten Gott nur beten, wenn man von der augustinischen 
Trinitatserklarung abstrahiert, d. h. wenn man inkonsequent 
ist, Oder aber wenn man sich die von Augustinus betonte essentia 
Oder substantia in einer unbestimmten vagen Weise als Hypo- 
stase vorstellt. Fur die Problematik des Glaubensvollzuges 
im Felde der augustinischen Trinitatskonzeption bietet der 
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Kirchenvater selbst ein sehr aufschluBreiches Beispiel. Es sei 
auf sein Gebet am Ende seines groBen Trinitatswerkes hin- 
gewiesen. Hier sagt er: 

„Herr, mein Gott, wir glauben an dich, den Vater, den Sohn und den 
Heiligen Geist. Nicht wiirde ja die Wahrheit sagen: ,Gehet bin und taufet alle 
V5lker im Namen des Vaters und des Sohnes und des Heiligen Geistes*, wenn 
du nicht Dreieinigkeit warest. Nicht wurdest du, Herr, Gott, gebieten, daB 
wir getauft werden im Namen eines Wesens, das nicht Gott der Herr ist. Nicht 
auch wiirde die gdttliche Stimme sprechen: ,Hdre Israel, der Herr, dein Gott, 
ist ein Gott‘, wenn du nicht in der Weise Dreieinigkeit warest, daB du der eine 
Herr Gott bist. Wenn du selbst sowohl Gott der Vater warest wie auch der 
Sohn, dein Wort, Jesus Christus und euer Geschenk, der Heilige Geist, dann 
lasen wir nicht in den Biichem der Wahrheit: ,Gott sandte seinen Sohn‘. Nicht 
wurdest dann du, Eingeborener, vom Heiligen Geiste sagen: ,Den der Vater in 
meinem Namen senden wird‘, nicht: ,Den ich euch vom Vater senden werde*. 
Nach dieser Glaubensregel richtete ich mich in meinem Beginnen, und von ihr 
aus habe ich, so gut ich es vermochte, so gut du mir Vermogen gabst, dich ge- 
sucht, habe ich mit der Vemunft zu schauen verlangt, was ich glaubte, und 
viel habe ich erdrtert, viel mich gemtiht. Herr, mein Gott, meine einzige 
Hofifnung, erhore mich, daB ich nicht, miide geworden, dich nicht mehr suchen 
will, sondem mit Inbrunst dein Antlitz suche immerdar. Gib du die Kraft zu 
suchen, der du dich finden lieBest und die Hofifnung gabst, daB wir dich mehr 
und mehr finden. Vor dir steht meine Kraft und meine Unkraft: die eine 
wahre, die andere heile! Vor dir steht mein Wissen und mein Nichtwissen: 
Wo du mir gedfibiet hast, nimm mich auf, wenn ich eintrete; wo du mir den 
Zugang verschlossen hast, dffne, wenn ich anklopfe. Deiner moge ich mich er- 
innem, dich einsehen, dich lieben. LaB dies in mir wachsen, bis du mich zur 
Vollendung umgestaltest. Ich weiB, daB geschrieben steht: ,In Vielrederei 
wirst du der Siinde nicht entgehen.* Mdchte ich doch nur von dir sprechen, 
dein Wort verkundigend und dich preisend! Und weiter: Wenn wir also zu dir 
gelangen, dann wird das ,viele‘, das ,wir sagen* und zu dem ,wir nicht ge- 
langen*, zu Ende sein, und bleiben wirst du allein, der du alles in allem bist. 
Ohne Ende werden wir dann eines sagen, dich mit einer Stimme preisend, 
selber auch in dir eins geworden. Du, Herr, Gott, du der Eine, du Gott Drei¬ 
einigkeit, was immer ich in diesen Biichem von dir her gesagt habe, mogest du 
auch als dir gehorig gelten lassen; wenn ich etwas von mir her gesagt habe, 
dann laB es nicht gelten, und auch so laB mich dein bleiben! Amen“ (De trin. 
XV 28). 

Die Auslegung dieses Textes fiihrt uns zu folgenden Er- 
gebnissen. Augustinus wendet sich an Grott den Herrn, welchen 
er Vater, Sohn und Heiligen Geist nennt. Er versteht ihn als das 
Du, auf welches er seine Hofifnung setzt. Derjenige, den er 
anruft, ist also weder der Vater noch der Sohn noch der Heilige 
Geist. Wen ruft er denn an? Es ist der deus trinvs bzw. die trini- 
las. Es erhebt sich die schwierige Frage, wieso der deus trinus als 
das Du des Beters verstanden werden kann. Die Personalitat 
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Grottes stellt sich ja dar als die Personalitat des Vaters, des 
Sohnes und des Heiligen Geistes, nicht als eine dem einen Gott 
selbst eigene eine Personalitat. Ausdriicklich lehnt Augustinus 
die Vorstellung ab, daB der eine Gott als solcher personhafb sei 
bzw. subsistiere. Er ist vielmehr als solcher nur dreipersonal, 
wie Augustinus mit Recht betont. Man kann auch nicht etwa 
den Ausweg nehmen, daB der Beter sich an die drei Personen als 
ein einheitliches Wir wendet. Denn gerade diesem einheitlichen 
Wir begegnet er in der DiflFerenzierung der Personen nicht, da sie 
sich ihm durch das Wesen als 'principium quo als ein ununter- 
schiedenes unterschiedsloses Subjekt zuwenden. So gibt es in der 
augustinischen Konzeption im personalen Bereich keine Be- 
gegnung und im Bereiche der Begegnung keine Personhaftigkeit. 
Das Gebet an Gott den Herm als solchen scheint im augustini¬ 
schen Trinitatsdenken nur moglich zu sein, wenn man sich das 
Wesen selbst in einer unbestimmten Weise duhaft vorstellt, so 
daB man es ansprechen kann. Dies schlieBt jedoch eine Abstrak- 
tion von der echten Personhaftigkeit ein, insofem diese Drei- 
personalitat ist imd das Wesen als solches nicht Tiber den Per¬ 
sonen subsistiert. So flihrt die augustinische Trinitatskonzeption 
zu der Alternative: Entweder muB die gottliche essentia in 
einem bewuBten oder unbewuBten Abstraktionsvorgang person- 
haft vorgestellt werden, oder es ist innerhalb der augustinischen 
Formel eine personale Begegnimg mit Gott nicht vollziehbar. 
Man scheint also die augustinische Konzeption im Vollzug des 
Glaubens verlassen zu miissen. Wie folgenreich die augustinische 
Trinitatslehre fiir den Glaubensvollzug ist, laBt sich z. B. an der 
Tatsache veranschaulichen, daB von der Theologie der Folgezeit, 
die im groBen und ganzen die augustinische Konzeption tiber- 
nahm, so daB sie in den heutigen Lehrbuchern die herrschende 
Lehre ist, der Vater im Gebet des Herrn nicht als die Bezeich- 
nung der ersten gottlichen Person, sondem als Ausdruck fiir 
den einen dreipersonlichen vaterlich gesinnten Gott, also im 
Gnmde genommen fiir das eine gottliche Wesen, verstanden 
wird^. 

Was an religiosem Vollzug in der augustinischen Konzeption 
allein moglich zu sein scheint, ist eine Meditation iiber Gott, 
nicht aber scheint ein Gesprach mit ihm moglich zu sein. 
Augustinus hat denn auch selbst innig und leidenschaftlich zu 

^ Schmaus, 158f. 
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Gott gebetet, ohne des trinitarischen Momentes zu gedenken 
(vgl. Confessiones I 4). 

Nach diesen Gberlegungen ist es verstandlich, daU die 
augustinische Trinitatslehre in der Folgezeit dahin wirkte, daB 
der Trinitatsglaube im Gebet keine Machtigkeit entfaltete^. 
Die Romische Liturgie ist ohnehin nicht von der augustinischen 
Konzeption getragen. Aber die von Augustinus beeinfluBte 
Trinitatslehre des Mittelalters und der Neuzeit hat das Gebets- 
leben auch auQerhalb der Liturgie nicht gepragt. Dieses ist viel- 
mehr entweder von der voraugustinischen Trinitatsvorstellung 
bestimmt, oder seine Struktur ist frei von trinitarischen Ele- 
menten. Die Trinitat sinkt im Felde der augustinischen Kon¬ 
zeption fiir den Glaubensvollzug zu einer bloBen Formel ab. Sie 
wird zwar im Glauben als Ofifenbarungsinhalt bekannt, vermag 
aber keine lebendige Kraft im Vollzug des Glaubens zu ent- 
falten. Die augustinische Trinitatslehre stellt daher trotz ihres 
unabsehbaren Reichtums, der namentlich in der ontologisch- 
psychologischen Dimension liegt, eine Hypothek fiir den 
Glaubensvollzug selbst dar. 

Augustinus konnte denn auch selbst die von ihm aus- 
gearbeitete metaphysisch-psychologische Trinitatsansicht in 
seinem Glaubensvollzug nicht konsequent durchhalten. Hier- 
fiir gibt es zwei Anzeichen. Das erste liegt in der Methode 
seines Trinitatswerkes, das zweite in seiner Lehre vom Heiligen 
Geist. 

Was die Methode seines Trinitatswerkes betriflft, so ist haufig 
bemerkt worden*, daB sich das Werk nicht in einem logisch- 
metaphysischen Gedankengang entfaltet, daB es vielmehr zahl- 
reiche Abschweifungen und Exkurse enthalt, die mit der Trini¬ 
tatslehre keinen unmittelbaren Zusammenhang zu haben 
scheinen. Augustinus wurde deshalb von manchen Interpreten 
getadelt, andere wiederum sahen in seinem Vorgehen den Aus- 
druck seiner Ganzheitsschau. Er habe sich gewissermaBen um 
die eine Wirklichkeit Gottes bewegt und dabei immer wieder 
neue Aspekte gesehen. Deshalb stelle sein Werk kein System 
dar, wohl aber ein einheitliches Ganzes. 


' Vgl. die romische Liturgie mit ihrer Formel: per Christum in Spiriiu 
Sancto. Von besonderer Wichtigkeit sind die Hymnen (Analecta hymnica 
medii aevi, herausgegeben von Clemens Blume und Guido M. Dreves, Leipzig 
1889-1915). 

* Vgl. etwa Schmaus, 1—5. 
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Man darf diese Wiirdigung Augustins dahin erganzen, daU 
in Augustinus das Konkret-heilsgeschichtliche so machtig war, 
daB er die vom Neuplatonismus beeinfluBte Wesensschau nicht 
folgerichtig ausfuhren konnte. 

Augustinus stand seit seiner Bekehrung zu sehr unter dem 
Eindruck der geschichtlichen OfiFenbarung, als daB er sich in 
seinen theologischen Bemuhungen jemals ganz davon hatte 
freimachen konnen. Es ist daher verstandlich, daB er in seinem 
Werke iiber die Trinitat immer wieder von Christus, dem mensch- 
gewordenen Worte des Vaters, und von dem Heiligen Geiste als 
dem Bewirker der menschlichen Heiligkeit spricht^. Solche 
Ausfiihrungen stellen in Wahrheit keine Abweichungen vom 
Thema dar. Sie gehoren vielmehr fur Augustinus in die trini- 
tarische Problematik hinein. Der deiis trinus, den er zu be- 
schreiben versucht, der Vater, Sohn und Geist zugleich ist, 
ist im Sohne in der menschlichen Geschichte gegenwartig 
geworden, so daB er fur uns erreichbar wurde. Christus wird 
von Augustinus als der Weg zum dreipersonalen Gott geschildert. 
Wenn er von diesem spricht, kann er von Christus nicht absehen, 
da die Dreipersonalitat fiir ihn nur von Interesse ist, insofern der 
dreipersonale Gott den Menschen zur Teilnahme an seinem 
eigenen Leben beruft. Trotz seiner metaphysischen trinitarischen 
Grundkonzeption bleibt Augustinus auch hier existentieller 
Theologe. 

Was mit diesen Ausfiihnmgen gemeint ist, tritt deutlich in 
Erscheinimg, wenn Augustinus in den Konfessionen den Plato- 
nikem die Erkenntnis der gottlichen Dualitat von Vater und 
Sohn bzw. von Gott und Wort zubilligte, sie aber tadelte, weil 
sie von der Menschwerdung des Wortes nichts gewuBt hatten*. 
Aber gerade darauf, daB der Logos zu den Siindern gekommen 
ist, daB ihn der Vater fiir sie hingegeben hat, kommt es an. 
Dies aber habe Gott den Weisen dieser Welt verborgen. 
Ahnlich auBert sich der Kirchenvater im 10. Buch des 
Gottesstaates, sowie in dem Werke De beata vita und in seinem 
Traktat zum Johannesevangelium 2. Ja, Augustinus geht so weit 
zu erklaren, daB er in einer ihm in die Hande gekommenen 
Schrift der Platoniker zwar nicht mit den gleichen Worten, aber 

» De trin. XII 12, 17-14, 23; XV 17, 27-18. 32. 

• Conf. VII 9, 13; De beata vita 1, 4; Tract. 2 in Ioann. 4; De civitate dei 
X29,1. 
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doch sachlich den Anfang des Johannesevangeliums gefunden hat 
(siehe die angefiihrte Stelle aus den Confessiones). An Porphyrins 
iibt er Kritik, weil dieser wegen des Hochmuts den Weg nicht 
gehen will, welcher Christus ist. In der Stelle aus dem Oottesataat 
sagt er, indem er Porphyrins anspricht: „Du verktindest den 
Vater nnd seinen Sohn, den du des Vaters Vemunft oder Geist 
nennst, nnd ein JMittelwesen zwischen beiden, womit du wohl 
den hi. Geist meinst, nnd sprichst dabei nach eurer Art von 
drei Gottem. Sind auch die Ausdrlicke, deren ihr euch bedient, 
nicht einwandfrei, so seht ihr doch einigermaUen nnd gleichsam 
nebelhaft verschwommen das Ziel, worauf loszusteuern ist; allein 
die Menschwerdung des unwandelbaren Sohnes Gottes, durch die 
wir erlost werden, nm zu den Giitem gelangen zu konnen, an die 
wir glauben nnd die wir, wie schwach auch immer, erkennen, 
wollt ihr nicht anerkennen. Immerhin aber seht ihr, wenn auch 
nur von feme und trtiben Auges, das Vaterland, wo die bleibende 
Statte ist; aber den Weg, den man zu gehen hat, geht ihr 
nicht.“ 

Aus dieser Darstellung ergibt sich, daB Augustinus an der 
spekulativen Darlegxmg der Trinitat allein kein Geniige fand, 
daB vielmehr nach seiner Meinimg zur vollstfedigen Erlauterung 
des Trinitatsglaubens auch der Blick auf den Heilsweg gehort. 
Erst durch die Bejahung der Menschwerdung integriert sich 
der Glaube an die gottliche Dreipersonalitat zur Ganzheit des 
Glaubens. So steht im trinitarischen Denken Augustins die 
metaphysische Spekulation in Spannung zur heilshaften Be- 
trachtung, und zwar nicht so, daB das eine das andere aus- 
schlieBt, sondem so, daB das eine das andere fordert. Sehr deut- 
lich wird dies in der augustinischen Konzeption der sdeviia und 
der sapientia. Wenn er in dem Werke iiber die Trinitat auch 
hiervon spricht, so ist dies kein Fremdkorper, sondem etwas 
Dazugehoriges. Die scientia ist dem Wege, der Menschwerdung 
des Logos zugeordnet, die sapientia hingegen dem imwandel- 
baren dreipersonlichen Leben Gottes^. 

Ahnliches begegnet uns in der augustinischen Erklarung des 
Heiligen Greistes als eines Geschenkes^. Augustinus hat diese 
Vorstellung in der Tradition vorgefunden. Seine These, daB der 
Heilige Geist donum sei, steht im engen Zusammenhang mit 


1 Schmaus, 285—291. 
* Schmaus, 391—398. 
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seiner Lehre, daB er die Liebe sei. Wahrend jedoch der Heilige 
Geist von Augustinus als die gegenseitige Liebe von Vater und 
Sohn verstanden wird, deutet er den Geschenkcharakter des 
Heiligen Geistes keineswegs innertrinitarisch. Der Heilige Geist 
ist nicht das gegenseitige Geschenk der zwei ersten gottlichen 
Personen, sondern deren Geschenk an den Menschen. Da der 
Heilige Geist die innergottliche Liebe ist, wird durch ihn die 
Liebe Gottes in die menschlichen Herzen ausgegossen. Sie ist 
das vorzuglichste Geschenk an den Menschen. In der Tatsache, 
daB der Heilige Geist den Menschen mit der Liebe zu Gott er- 
fiillt, indem er ihm die Liebe Gottes schenkt, sieht Augustinus 
Grund genug, ihn mit vollstem Rechte Geschenk Gottes zu 
nennen. Augustinus sieht in dieser Bezeichnung zunachst ein 
nomen 'proprium des Heiligen Geistes. Sie driickt das Verhaltnis 
des Geistes zum Vater und zum Sohn aus, insofern er das gemein- 
same Geschenk von Vater und Sohn ist, weil er von beiden her- 
vorgeht und von beiden den Menschen geschenkt wird. Er kann 
daher auch unser CJeist heiBen. 

Man sieht, daB Augustinus in dem BegrifFe donum nicht bloB 
einen Hinweis auf das innergottliche Verhaltnis der dritten 
Person sieht, sondern einen solchen auch auf ihre heilshafte 
Funktion. Auch hier wird also die rein metaphysische Betrach- 
tungsweise auf das engste mit der heilshaften verbunden. Ja, 
die heilshafte Sieht tritt so sehr hervor, daB die metaphysische 
Schau gefahrdet zu werden scheint. Wenn namlich die Eigen- 
tiimlichkeit des Heiligen Geistes darin besteht, Geschenk an die 
Menschen zu sein, so scheint er allzusehr in die Schopfung ver- 
wickelt zu werden, so daB seine Ewigkeit bedroht ist. War der 
Heilige Geist schon, bevor er geschenkt wurde, ohne jedoch 
Geschenk zu sein, oder war er eben dadurch, daB Gott ihn 
geben wollte, schon Geschenk, auch bevor er tatsachlich ge¬ 
schenkt wurde? Das erste diinkt Augustinus eine unmogliche 
Annahme. Wollte man indes behaupten, der Heilige Greist gehe 
nur dadurch hervor, daB er geschenkt werde, dann konnte er 
nicht hervorgehen, bevor ein geschaflfener Empfanger existiert. 
Augustinus meint, daB dem Heiligen Geiste der Charakter eines 
Geschenkes zukommt, insofern er immer schenkbar war, auch in 
jener Epoche, in der er nicht aktuell geschenkt wurde. Hiermit 
hat Augustinus zwar die Ewigkeit des Heiligen Geistes gerettet, 
aber die Gefahr heraufbeschworen, daB der Heilige Geist in allzu 
enge Beziehung zur Kreatur tritt. Nach dem 4. Buche des 
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Trinitatswerkes bedeutet donum dei esse so viel wie a Patre 
procedere (IV 20, 29). So scheintsich fur Augustinus Metaphysisch- 
ewiges und Heilshaft-geschichtliches im Heiligen Geist zu einer 
untrennbaren Einheit zu verbinden. Der Kirchenvater hat selbst 
liber diese Problematik nicht reflektiert. Auch hier stehen seine 
platonische Metaphysik und seine heilsgeschichtliche t)ber- 
zeugung miteinander in Spannung. Im 15. Buch iiber die Trinitat 
scheint Augustinus allerdings die Problematik ausgeraumt zu 
haben^ insofern er in dem Geschenksein nicht mehr den Hervor- 
gang des Heiligen Geistes findet. Geschenk ist der Heilige Geist 
nur, insofern er tatsachlich gegeben wird. Tatsachlich aber wird 
der Heilige Geist auch von sich selbst den Menschen geschenkt 
(XV 19, 36). So konnte sich die Trinitatsmetaphysik Augustins 
in seinem eigenen Denken nicht restlos durchsetzen. Der Grund 
lag nicht nur darin, daB Augustinus sich von der Tradition nicht 
freimachen konnte, sondern mehr und vor allem darin, daB die 
christliche OfiFenbarung wesentlich geschichtshaft ist und Augus¬ 
tinus entscheidend von ihr gepragt war, sowie darin, daB er bis in 
die innersten Schichten seines Personkernes religios gestimmt war 

Zum AbschluB diirfen wir sagen: Die auf philosophisch-neu- 
platonischer Basis erwachsene Trinitatskonzeption des heiligen 
Augustinus vermochte das theologische Denken wesentlich 
besser zu befriedigen als die vorausgehende Trinitatserklarung. 
In diesem Sinne bedeutet sie Fortschritt und Gewinn. Der 
Gewinn muBte jedoch mit einem groBen Verluste bezahlt werden. 
Dieser liegt im Bereiche des religiosen Vollzuges. Was an Klarheit 
und Durchsichtigkeit gewonnen wurde, ging an religioser Kraft 
verloren. Die augustinische Trinitatslehre hat die Folgezeit 
entscheidend beeinfluBt. Die Trinitatslehre des Mittelalters 
nimmt daher am Grewinn und Verlust der augustinischen Kon- 
zeption teil, so weit sie sich dieser nicht entzieht*. Die Erfor- 
schung der griechischen Theologie in der Gegenwart und die 
liturgische Bewegung haben unser Empfinden fur den Verlust 
gescharfb. Es ist zu tiberlegen, wie die augustinische Trinitats¬ 
metaphysik mit der griechischen Trinitatsokonomie in ein Ganzes 
integriert werden kann. 

' Schmaus, 391—398. 

* Siehe die S. 503 Anm. 1 genannten Arbeiten von Stohr und Schmaus. 
Vgl. auch J. Schneider, Die Lehre vom Dreieinigen Gott in der Schule dee 
Petrus Lombardus, Miinchen 1961 (Miinchener Theologische Studien, II. 
Systematische Abtcilung 22). 
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The subject of this Communication may seem to be a paradox: 
St. Augustine is a polemist who in the fire of polemics formed his 
doctrine on the Church, and yet the controversy of St. Augustine 
presents some irenical aspects worthy of a consideration which 
has not yet been given them. We can say “some irenical aspects” 
without transferring our contemporary views into ancient history. 
It would be surely a misrepresentation of St. Augustine to paint 
him in too strong irenical or even ecumenical colours. But in the 
middle of polemics Augustine never lacked a certain irenical 
attitude in his personal contacts with Donatist bishops. And 
also, in his theological doctrine he increasingly stressed the 
central idea of charity as the creative force in the building 
up of the Church; which has in itself a genuine irenical signi¬ 
ficance, although it was not expressed by St. Augustine in all 
its fullness. 

St. Augustine’s attitude towards the Donatists was not con¬ 
tradictory^. Though it was remarkably complex, it was in 
some sense polemical and irenical at the same time. St. Augustine 
was never polemical for the sake of being polemical. Some modern 
writers such as Pontet^, Van der Meer^ and recently Pelle- 

' E. Benz, Augustins Lehre von der Kirche, Abhandlungen der Akademie 
der Wissenschaften und der Literatur, Mainz 1964, p. 30—31. 

• M. Pontet, L’ex^g^jse de Saint Augustin pr^dicateur, Paris 1948. 

* F. van der Meer, Augustinus der Seelsorger, Koln 1961, p. 163: „Er hat 
nicht nur gestochen und geschnitten, sondem auch geheilt; nicht nur Wolfe 
vertrieben, sondem die zerstreute Herde zusammengefuhrt. Er war Bellarmin, 
Franz von Sales und Karl Borromaus in einer Person, und seine riihrende 
Sorge um die Mitglieder der pare Donaii entschuldigt ihn zur Geniige dafiir, 
daB er in der Frage des Gewissenszwanges, wenigstens theoretisch, die Rolle von 
Bossuet hat. Er mag als Politiker begrenzt und als Theologe groB sein: als 
Seelsorger hat er die Nachwelt gelehrt, in Andersglaubigen nicht so sehr die 
raudigen als die verirrten Schafe zu sehen, fiir die der rechtglaubige Bischof 
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grino^ have already stressed the fact that St. Augustine also in 
the midst of his controversy is revealed a^s pastor — following the 
example of the Good Shepherd, — but his position as pastor in the 
Church towards those he considered as separated from the 
Church has not yet been sufficiently investigated. 

Historical and Doctrinal Background 

The times of the Donatist Controversy were certainly not 
irenical*. When Augustine started his activity, there had been for 
about a century two Christian Churches in Africa in bitter oppo¬ 
sition to each other®. Mostly there were two bishops in the same 
town and in some districts Donatists were in the majority^. 
The Circumcellions became a dangerous mob of terrorists. 

nicht weniger Verantwortung tragt als fur die selbstbewuBte und doch ohne 
alles eigene Verdienst gesammelte Herde, die sich daheim weifi im Bicheren 
StaU.“ 

^ M. Pellegrino, S. Agostino pastore d'anime, in: Becherches augustinien- 
nes 1,1058,324: «Ma bisogner^ tener conto, per ravvisare anche qui lo zelo e il 
cuore del pastore, che lo scopo della lotta h la conversione; e non a torto si 
potrebbe riassumere questa parte essenziale della sua attiviti nell’invito ri- 
volto ai Donatisti: *La pace nostra h Cristo. La pace fa dei due uno solo, e non 
gilt due di uno. La pace nostra ^ Lui, Dio; la pace ^ la sua eredit4 ... Desta- 
tevi, o eretici, ascoltate dal padre il testamento di pace, venite alia pace’ 
(Sermo 47, 22: PL 38, 316).* 

* W. H. C. Frend, The Donatist Church, Oxford 1952. — G. G. Willis, 
Saint Augustine and the Donatist Controversy, London S. P. C. K. 1050. — 
R. A. Knox, Enthusiasm, Oxford Univ. Press 1050. 

* “They would not bury Catholics in their cemeteries (Opt., De schismate 
VI7); Faustinus, a Donatist bishop of Hippo thirty years before Saint Augu¬ 
stine’s time, had succeded in preventing the bakers from baking bread for 
Catholics (Aug., C. Litt. Petiliani II, c. 83, n. 184). No Donatist must greet a 
Catholic (Opt., De schismate IV 5), or sit in the same room with one (Gesta 
Coll. Carthag. 1144, 145; II 3—6), much less give his daughter in marriage to 
one (Aug., Sermo 46, c. 7, n. 15). Most of their bishops would not answer 
letters from Catholics (Aug., C. Litt. Petiliani 11,1; Ep. 35, 1; 43, 1; 87, 6,10; 
107,1), and they would not admit Catholics to their churches (Aug., Sermo 46, 
13, 31).’* G. G. Willis, Saint Augustine and the Donatist Controversy, London 
1950, p. 28-20. 

^ St. J. Grabowski, The Church. An Introduction to the Theology of 
St. Augustine, St. Louis-London 1057, p. 53: “The division of the Chur^ in 
Africa was a painful experience for St. Augustine. His own diocese of Hippo 
was almost entirely in the hands of the ‘Donatist party’ when he was appointed 
its shepherd.” — M. Landais, Deux ann^es de predication de Saint Augustin. 
Introduction k la lecture de I’ln Johannem; in: Etudes Augustiniennes, ed. 
H. Rondet, M. Le Landais, A. Lauras, C. Couturier, Paris 1953 [Th^ologie, 28], 
p. 01: «Le donatisme etait vraiment I’Eglise d’Afrique.* 
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Augustine speaks of a certain catholic priest whose tongue was 
cut out by the Donatists, and yet he adds: “Nevertheless we 
must love Donatists’*^! Faustinus, a Donatist bishop of Hippo, 
thirty years before Augustine’s time had forbidden the bakers 
to bake brefiwi for Catholics*. 

On the other hand the Catholics were anything but meek in 
their repression of the heresy. The Donatist bishop Trifolius 
of Abora in the Proconsularis declared at the Conference of 
Carthage in 411: “Whosoever is known to be a Donatist gets 
stoned”*. 

On both sides tension was extreme and in this atmosphere 
of antagonism Augustine elaborated his ecclesiological doctrine^. 

The Donatists were in complete agreement with the Catholic 
bishops that there could be one Christian Church only, that this 
Church is a visible body animated by the Holy Spirit and that 
this Church is necessary for the salvation of everyone*. They 
agreed that this one Church confers grace and the Holy Spirit 
through the sacraments, which depend on the Church’s ordained 
episcopal ministry. 

But they disagreed as to which was this one Church: was it 
the Catholic body or the Donatist communion®? 


^ Sermo 350, n. 8: PL 39, 1596 D: Exercenda esi cariUu; amandi et ipsi. 
Multi correcti fleverunt, muUi correcti: nos novimus. Ad nos venerunt de numero 
ipsorum furiosorum, 

* C. Utt. Petilianil. 2, c. 83, n. 184: PL 43, 316: CSEL 52,114. 

* Coll. Carthag.I, n. 133: Mansi IV 110: PL 11,1302: Nomen si illic audi- 
turn fuerit doruUistarum, lapidatur. 

^ „lm Kampf mit den Donatisten arbeitet er seinen Kirchenbegriff heraus. 
Sein Hauptvorwurf gegen sie ist ihr Mangel an caritas, der die Einheit der 
Kirche sprengt.** R. Lorenz, art. Augiistinus, in: Religion in Geschichte und 
Gegenwart 3. Aufl., Band I, 472. — „Der Gedanke der geistgewirkten 
Caritas, die die Menschen mit Gott, mit Christus und untereinander ver- 
bindet, steht durchaus im Mittelpunkt des antidonatistischen 
Kirchenbegriflfes; die Siindervergebung ist nur ihre notwendige Voraus- 
setzung und ihr Anfang.“ F. Hofmann, Der Kirchenbegriff des hi. Augustinus 
in seinen Grundlagen und in seiner Entwicklung, Miinchen 1933, p. 421. 

• F. Hofmann, op. cit., p. 126. — E. Benz, op. cit., p. 24. 

• Qtiaeritur autem utrum vestra, an nostra sit Ecdesia Dei. Quapropter iUud 
quaerendum est a capite^ cur schisma feceritis. Ep. 87, ad Emeritum donatistam, 
n. 10: PL 33, 301: CSEL 34, 406. — Tota igitur quaestio est, utrum nihil mali 
sit schisma, aut utrum schisma non feceritis, ut pro bono opere potestatihus resi- 
statis, non pro malo, unde vobis acquiratis indicium. Ibid., n. 7: PL 33,299—300: 
CSEL 34, 403. 

34 Studia Patristica VI 
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The Catholic hierarchy was supposed, by the Donatists, to 
be so defiled in some of her representatives, so that the whole 
Catholic communion was defiled and ceased to be the true 
Church of Christ. 

St. Augustine defended the traditional doctrine of the Great 
Catholic Church that the sacraments, particularly Baptism, 
when correctly administered, were true sacraments even when 
given by Donatists, and therefore Baptism could not be repeated. 
But separation is always against the charity and the imity of the 
Church and as he expressly says: the Catholic Church alone is the 
true Church and she alone is the Mystical Body of Christ^. 

Donatists and Catholics, as baptized, are brothers 

The main issue of St. Augustine’s arguments was the defence 
of Baptism. Being baptized, Donatists were brothers, fratres, 
of the Catholics, love should then reign between them and that 
love would leeA them to imity. 

“Brothers” was not a meaningless term in the mind of St. 
Augustine. His correspondence with Donatist bishops proves 
this. Two letters from the beginning of his activity are very 
significant. 

The first in A. D. 392, before his episcopal consecration, is 
addressed to Maximinus the Donatist bishop of Sinitum in the 
diocese of Hippo, of whom Augustine heard that he had rebap¬ 
tized an ex-Catholic deacon of the town of Mutugenna, but could 
hardly believe that such a “criminal enormity” — immanissimum 
scelvs — hfiwi been performed 2 . Although firm in the doctrine of 
Baptism, Augustine is not only tolerant, but really guided by 
Christian charity in his dealing with the Donatist bishop 
Maximinus. He calls him in the address of the letter “most 


^ Unu8 enim panis sacramentum eat unitatia, quoniam aicut Apoatolua dicit: 
Unua pania, unum corpua multi aumua (1 Cor. 10,17). Proinde Ecckaia 
catholica aola corpua eat Chriati, cuiua ille capvi eat Salvator corporia aui (Eph. 5, 
23). Extra hoc corpua nemiuem vivificat Spiritua Sanctua, quia aicut ipae dicit 
Apoatolua: Caritaa Dei diffuaa eat in cordibua noatria per Spiritum 
Sanctum qui datua eat nobia (Rom. 5, 5). Ep. 185, c. 11, n. 50: PL 33, 815: 
CSEL 57, 43—44. Cf. ibid., c. 10, n. 46: ... et veniant ad Ecdeaiam Chriati 
veram, Aoc eat matrem Catholicam. PL 33, 813: CSEL 34, 65. 

* Rebaptizare haereticum hominem . . . omnino peccatum eat, Rebaptizare 
autem catholicum, immaniaaimum acelva eat, Ep. 23, n. 2: PL 33, 05: CSEL 
34, 65. 
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beloved and honorable brother” — dilectissimo et honorabili 
fratri, — and soon explains that this title was given on purpose: 
“God knows that I not only love you, but love you like myself” 
Augustine had previously sought an occasion to speak personally 
to the Donatist bishop*. 

The basis for the reunion shall be the recognition of baptism 
and “soon there will be peace between ourselves and you” — 
credimtis . . . qiwd inter nos et vos cito pax erit^. You don’t accept 
our baptism, but we accept yours, repeats Augustine^. 

Augustine’s proposal is twofold: to put aside the futile matters 
of division and to hold some Conference in perfect liberty^. At 
the Conference they shall seek a solution in an objective and peace¬ 
ful manner, based on reason and Scripture and with the aid of 
prayers®. 

\^at wSrS the reply of Maximinus? We do not know. We 
know only from another letter of Augustine, that some fifteen 
years later, about A. D. 407, Maximinus became a Catholic’. 

There can be no doubt that Augustine was sincere and spon¬ 
taneous in his brotherly dealings, in his proposal to the Donatist 
bishop. His way is not a policy of human reason, but a Christian 
seeking unity by direct, personal contact on the basis of faith, 
the sacraments and in particular charity: that is, in an elevated 
sense, irenical. 

The second letter was written to another Donatist bishop, 
Proculeianus of Hippo, in the same spirit of Christian love about 
four years later, in 396, a year after Augustine had been made 


^ Dilectissimo autem quod scripsi, novit Deus quod non solum te diligam 
sed ita diligam ut meipsum; quandoquidem bene mihi sum conscius bona me iibi 
optare quae mihi, Ep. 23, 1: PL 33, 94: CSEL 34, 63—64. 

* Quaerebam sane occasionem loquendi tecum, uX si fieri posset ea quae parva 
remanserat inter nos dissensio toUeretur, Ep. 23, 2: PL 33, 96: CSEL 34, 65. 

> Ep. 23, 5: PL 33, 97: CSEL 34, 69. 

^ In Ps. 32. en. 2, Sermo 2, n. 29: PL 36, 299. CC 38, 272: Sed quare nobis 
dicit propheta: Vos dicite illis,fratres nostri estis, nisi quia nos in eis agnoscimus 
quod non repetimus? Illi ergo non agnoscendo baptismum nostrum, negant nos 
esse fratres; nos autem non repetendo ipsorum, sed agnoscendo nostrum dicimus 
eis: fratres nostri estis. Dicant illi: Quid nos quaeritis, quid nos vuUis? Res- 
pondeamus: fratres nostri estis, — C. litt. Petiliani, 1. 2, c. 2, n. 5: PL 43, 260. 
. . . sed aqua baptismi in nomine Patris et Filii et Spirittis Sancti cum datur 
alicui, nec nostra nec vestra est, sed iUius {sc, Christi ). .. 

» Ep. 23, 6: PL 33, 97-98: CSEL 34, 71. 

• Ep. 23, 7: PL 33, 98: CSEL 34, 72. 

’ Ep. 106, 4: PL 33, 397: CSEL 34, 697. 

84* 
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bishop. He wrote to invite Proculeianus to a meeting on unity 
(Ep, 33). Not without reason O. Karrer called the letter an 
example of “ecumenical endeavour in the year 396” i. 

To the Donatist bishop is given the same title as in the prece¬ 
ding letter: Domino honorahili et dilectissimo. Augustine assures 
him that he is writing to him “in true sincerity and with trem¬ 
bling of Christian humility” — me sincero corde agere cum tremore 
Christianae humilitatis^. We are serving each other to get free 
from discord, he says3. Augustine regrets that some Catholics 
have treated the Donatist bishop stiffly and unjustly, and asks 
for them to be excused as it was not the result of pride but of too 
much zeal^. In Retractationes as well, he regrets that he himself 
was unjust to Donatus whom he unwillingly accused of falsifying 
the Sacred Scriptures, but which, as he afterwards stated, was 
only a different old African version of them^. 

For the formal proceedings of the planned meeting Augustine 
leaves free choice to the Donatist bishop; he asks that the discus¬ 
sion shall be well ordered, peaceful and free, either given orally 
or by written reports, which shall be fully communicated to the 
people®. He adds: “Is it not better to forget old dissensions?” 
— Rogo tCy quid nobis est cum veteribus dissensionibusV 

Reading those letters to-day we can see in them without ana¬ 
chronism a real programme of encounter of separated bishops 
in a spirit of true Christian fraternity. Augustine always remained 


^ Augustinus, Das Religidse Leben. G^ammelte Texte mit Einleitung von 
0. Karrer. Mimohen 1954, p. 347—350; „0kumenische Bemuhungen im 
Jahre 306.“ 

* Ep. 33, 1: PL 33, 129: CSEL 34,18. 

* Cum enim nos revocare invicem ab errore conamur, quamvis ante plenissi- 
mam discuseionem causae quihuadam videri poasit^ quia nostrum errei, incerium ; 
aervimua tamen invicem nohia^ m bono animo nobiacum agimua^ tU a perveraitate 
diacordiae liberemur. Ep. 33,1: PL 33, 129; CSEL 34. 18. 

^ Quod, quaeao te, ne illam coniumeliam deputea, quam cerium mihi eat non 
de auperbo animo proceaaiaae. Ep. 33, 3; PL 33, 130: CSEL 34, 19. Cf. Sermo 
296, c. 11, n. 12. 

• Retr. 121,3: PL 32, 618: CSEL 36, 100: Quod ai tunc aciaaem, non in 
iatum tamquam infurem divini eloquii vel violatorem tanta dixiaaem, Cf. Sermo 
de natali Apostolorum Petri et Pauli (A. D. 411), n. 14; Rogamua voa per 
Christum, obaecramua voa, ne fundaiia laborem nostrum. An putatia, quia inde 
nobia habemua placere, quia vicimus falaitatem? Victoria aemper veritatis est. 
Noa quid aumus? Victa falsitas, olim victa eat. Misc. Agost. I, p. 412. 

’ Ep. 33, 4: PL 33, 131: CSEL 34. 21. 

• Ep. 33, 5: PL 33,131: CSEL 34, 21. 
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faithful to his view that Donatist and Catholic were brethren 
and must meet as brethren in the common task to restore unity, 
although he changed his opinion on the utility of using civil 
forced against heretics and although after the Conference of 
Carthage in 411 he was more sharp, stating that there was an 
evident lack of good will on the part of many Donatists. 

Augustine is generally more human and charitable in his epist¬ 
les and sermons 2, and more exigent in his systematical works. 
He never failed to express to Donatists the full truth, although 
the truth was not pleasant. 

He was continually asking for personal contact and meetings 
with the bishops of both hierarchies®. 


1 Ep. 93, ad Vincentium, A. D. 408. — Ep. 185, ad Bonifacium (A. D. 417), 
n. 13; 20; 32. Nam multi eorum quorum iam in unitaie Christi pium fidei ftr- 
vorem cariiatemque miramur, cum magna laetitia Deo graiias agurU quod iUo 
errore carueruntf ubi mala ista bona putaverunt: quas gratias modo volentes non 
agerent, nisi etiam nolenles ab ilia nefaria aocietate discederent. Ibid. n. 13: 
PL 33, 798: CSEL 57, 12. - C. Cresc. 3, 51, 57: PL 43, 527: CSEL 52, 463: 
Sed in omnibus tenendus est modus aptus humanikUi, congruus carikUi; ui nec 
totum quod potesiatis est exsereUur, et in eo quod exseritur, dilectio non amittatur^ 
in eo autem quod non ezseritur, mansuetudo monstreiur, Ubi vero nuUa ex divinis 
humanisve Ugibus poiestas conceditur^ nihil improbe alque imprudenter audeatur. 
Cf. H. Marrou, Saint Augustin et Taugustinisme, Ed. du Seuil, Paris 1957, 
p. 51. 135-^140. 

* M. Pontet, L’ex^g^se de Saint Augustin pr^dicateur, Paris 1948, p. 514; 
fEn fait saint Augustin est plus humain dans ses Sermons que dans ses 
Traits. A son insu son auditoire Tinstruit et le redresse; il exerce d6jli sur lui 
le travail de la post4rit4* (the doctrine on predestination). — Cf. W. Loewenioh, 
Menschsein und Christsein bei Augustin, Munchen 1947, p. 46: „Das ganze 
Leben Augustins ist ein Ringen um diese echt menschliche und zugleich echt 
chiistliche Existenz.** — M. A. McNamara, Friendship in Saint Augustine 
[Studia Friburgensia, 20] Fribourg 1958, p. 154: *^Augustine*s friendship was 
not limited to his own people. Though necessarily with less affection, he loved 
pagans, heretics, and schismatics as well. While fighting the causes of sepa¬ 
ration from true faith, he never ceased to love the persons involved in them 
and to encourage his people to be friendly with their difficult neighbours. 
His own life was a demonstration of the belief that those enemies of 
the Church would be won over to the truth by friendship rather than by dis¬ 
cussion. If later he accepted the idea of persecution, it was because he felt that 
such chastisement was the truest expression of love.” Ibid. p. 227: ”A study 
of the friendship of Saint Augustine from his early childhood to his death 
reveals that he was endowed with a genius for friendship which changed with 
the tortured changes in his own personality, and deepened with the deepening 
of his own spiritual life.” 

* Proinde si et ego tibi vellem pro maledictis maledicta rependere^ quid aliud 
quam duo maledici essemus, ut ii qui nos legerent, alii detestatos abicerent sana 
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As the baais for discussion he requested full fidelity to the 
Sacred Scriptures and repeated: “In the Scriptures we know 
the Christ, in the Scriptures we know the Church, those Scrip¬ 
tures we have in common, why do we not, through them, retain 
in common Christ and the Church^”? 


Separated brethren and the Mother, the Church 

Donatists are brothers of the Catholics, but separated brothers, 
stresses St. Augustine. The idea of the Mother, the Church soon 
becomes his Leit-Motiv, the leading principle in his attitude 
towards the Donatists. St. Augustine’s view can be summed up 
so: The heart of the Church, the spiritual Mother of all Christians, 
is charity received by her from the Holy Ghost, given and sent 
by Christ. The separated are without this charity. This charity 
must be extended to them from the Church. As the bishop of the 
Church and as pastor of the fiock of Christ, Augustine is con¬ 
scious of the great responsibility he has also towards the sheep 
which have strayed from the fiock. The striving for unity is in a 
genuine sense the pastor’s duty. 

The union will therefore be an effusion, a spreading of charity: 
effuaio caritatis^. 

Naturally this does not mean a sentimental charity, but 
charity as a supernatural reality which is the substance of the 
Church and the true sign and source of imity. 

The first short sketch can be found in the Paalmua corUra 
partem Donati, written at the end of 393, to be sung by the 
humblest Catholic people. At the end of it the Church appears 
personified and addresses her separated children: “My children 

gravitate, alii suaviter haurirent malivola voluptate ? Ego quando cuique vel dicendo 
vet aeribendo respondeo, eiiam contumeliosis criminationibus lacessitus, quantum 
mihi Dominua donat, frenatia atque contritia vanae indignationia aculeia auditori 
lectorique conavlena, non ago ut efficiar homini conviciando auperior, aed errorem 
convincendo aalvhrior. C. litt. Petil., 3, 1, 1: PL 43, 347: CSEL 52, 161. 

^ In Seripturia didicimua Chriatum, in Scripturia didicimua Eccteaiam. Haa 
Scriptural communiter habemua, quart non in eia et Chriatum et Eccteaiam cam- 
muniter retinemua? ... Ubi agnoacimua Chriatum, ... ibi agnoacimua et Eccle- 
aiam ... Ep. 105, c. 4, n. 14-15: PL 33, 401-403: CSEL 34, 605-608. - 
Ep. 185, n. 3: PL 33, 793: CSEL 57, 2. 

* M. Pontet, op. cit., p. 77: «De plus en plus, Augustin met Taccent sur la 
charity. Tout le commentaire de T^pltre de saint Jean orchestre le th6me qui 
emplit cet 6crit: la charity. En rapprochant les catholiques de la vraie charite 
en en donnant le d6sir aux donatistes, Augustin prepare la paix et runit^.» 
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what complaint have you against your mother? Why have you 
left me? . . . You say you are still with me but this is patently 
false . . . What have I, your mother, done to you^”? 

The refrain, the hypopsalma, repeated on every strophe, puts 
the problem in the eschatological light of the future judgement 
of Christ: “we offer peace, He exacts it” — nos damns, exigii 
iUe\ 

St. Augustine incessantly repeats that the Church, the Mother, 
is one only and that the Donatists are not this Church, nor 
even part of it. Therefore they cannot be saved in their separation. 
Sacraments and Gospel and other spiritual gifts can be found 


^ Omnes qui gaudetia de pace, mode verum iudicate, 

Audite, fratres, quod dico, et mihi irasci rwlite: 
quia non aunt falaa quae auditia, poteatia et conMderare, 

Quid, ai ipaa mater Ecdeaia voa alloquatur cum pace, 
et dicat: 0 filii mei, quid querimini de matte ? 

Quare me deaeruiatia iam volo a vobia audire. 

Accuaatia fratrea veatroa, et ego laceror valde. 

Quando me premehant gentea, multa tuli cum dolore, 
multi me deaeruerunt, aed fecerunt in timore: 
voa veto nulXua coegit aic contra me rebeUare. 

Dicitia mecum voa eaae, aed falaum videiia eaae. 

Ego Catholica dicor, et voa de Donati parU, 

luaait me Apoatolua pro regibua mundi orare (cf. 1 Tim. 2, 1—2^: 
voa invidetia quod regea iam aunt in chriatiana fide. 

Si filii eatia, quid invidetia, quia audite aunt precea meae ? 

Quando enim dona miaerunt, noluiatia acceptare. 

Et obliti eatia prophetaa, qui illud praedixerunt ante, 

quod gentium regea magni miaauri eaaent dona Eccleaiae (cf. Pa. 71, 10^; 

quae dona cum reapuiatia, oatendiatia voa non eaae : 

et Macarium coegiatia auum dolorem vindicate. 

Sed ego quid vobia feci, veatra mater in toto orbe? 

ExpeUo maloa quoa poaaum; quoa non poaaum cogor ferre: 
fero illoa donee aanentur, aut aeparentur in fine. 

Voa me quare dimiaiatia, et crucior de veatra morte? 

Si muUum maloa odiatia, qualea habeiia videte. 

Si et voa toleratia maloa, quare non in unitate, 
ubi nemo rebaptizat, nec altare eat contra altare? 

Maloa tantoa toleratia, aed nulla bona mercede: 
quia quod debetia pro Chriato, pro Donato vuUia ferre. 

Cantavimua vobia, fratea, pacem, ai vultia audire. 

Venturua eat iudex noater: noa damua, exigit iUe. 

Psalmus contra partem Donati (a. 393/394), n. 258—288; PL 43, 31—32; CSEL 
51, 14-15. 

* Ibid.: Cantamua vobia pacem, fratrea, pacem ai vultia audire. 

Venturua eat iudex: noa damua, exigit iUe, 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



528 


J. VODOPIVBC 


outside the Church, the Catholicay but not salvation. “All else you 
can get outside the Catholic Church but not salvation,” he stressed 
in the sermon given in the Church of Caesarea in Mauretania 
in 418 in the presence of the Donatist bishop Emeritus^. 

Towards the end of his treatise on Baptism “when Augustine 
was obviously weighing his words with great care*”, he writes 
that Baptism would not be profitable if it remained “without 
charity by which they (i. e. the Donatists) might be grafted into 
the Catholic Church®”. Further: “You cannot profit by that 
which you have received until you return to the fold of unity^”. 
Not even martyrdom is profitable outside the Church. 

Basing his doctrine on quotations from Eph. and 1 Cor. 13 
Augustine exhorts: Serve unity in the bond of charity; without 
charity you are nothing even if you have faith which moves 
mountains®. To the Donatist question: We already have baptism 

^ Eoctra Ecclesiam Catholicam totum potest praeter salutem. Potest habere 
honorem, potest habere sacramerttumy potest cantare aUeluia, potest respond ire 
Amen, potest evangdium tenere, potest in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti 
/idem et habere et prtiedicare: sed nusquam nisi in Ecdesia catholica salutem 
poterit invenire, Sermo ad Caesar, ecclesiae plebem, n. 6: PL 43, 695: CSEL 
53,174-175.-Cf.mP8.88,en.2,n. 14: PL37,1140-1141: CC39,1244: Arne- 
mus Dominum Deum nostrum, amemus ecclesiam eius: ilium sicut pairem, istam 
sicut matrem; iUum sicut dominum, hanc sicut anciUam eius, quia filii andllae 
ipsius sumus, Sed matrimonium hoc magna caritate compaginatur: nemo offendit 
unum et prom^etur aUerum ,,, Quid tibi prodest non offensus Pater, qui offen- 
sam vindicat matrem f Quid prodest si Dominum confUeris, Deum honoras, 
ipsum praedicas, Filium eius agnoscis, sedentem ad Patris dexteram confiteris, 
et blasphenias Ecclesiam eius? . .. Tenete ergo, carissimi, tenete omncs unani- 
miter Deum pairem, et matrem Ecclesiam, 

* F. N. Dillistone, The Antidonatist Writings, in: A Companion to the 
Study of St. Augustine, ed. by R. W. Battenhouse, New York-Oxford Univ. 
Press 1955, p. 196. 

» De baptismo VII102: PL 43, 213: CSEL 51, 373-374, Verumtamen si 
quis forte me in eo concilio constitutum, ubi talium rerum quaestio versaretur, non 
praecedentibus talibus, qtiorum sententias sequi maUem, urgeret ut dicerem quid 
ipse sentirem: si eo modo affectus essem, quo eram cum ista dictarem, nequaquam 
dubitarem habere eos baptismum, qui vbicumque et a quibuscumque, iUud verbis 
evangdicis consecratum, sine sua simulatione, et cum aliqua fide accepissent: 
quanquam eis ad salutem spiritualem non prodesset, si caritate caruissent, qua 
catholicae insererentur Ecclesiae, 

* Ibid., IV 24: PL 43, 170: CSEL 51, 250: Et idea quaecumque ipsius Ec- 
desiae habentur, extra Ecdesiam non valent ad salutem, Sed cUiud est non habere, 
aliud non utiliter habere, 

* C. litt. Petiliani U, c. 77, n. 171: PL 43, 311-312: CSEL 52, 107: His 
enim nos apostilicis verbis (1 Cor. 13,1 ss.), commendantibuo eminentiam cari^ 
tatis, vobis solemus ostendere quomodo non prosit hominibus, quamvis in eis sint 
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and sacraments what more shall we receive if we come to you?, 
he answers firmly: You will receive unity, the Holy Spirit in the 
bond of peace, charity . . You will receive the Church*. 

Though outside unity and opposed to the Church, the Donatists 
have the Church’s sacraments: extra EccUsiam et contra Ecclesiam 
Ecclesiae sacramenta teniierunt^. 

From this clear cut position St. Augustine deduces this con¬ 
clusion: Donatists should recognise that they are separated from 
their true Mother the Church^. The Church knows her separated 
children and calls them all to return and be incorporated again: 
itbique cognovit praeciaos, tibique ad iUos clamat ui revertantur 
et inaerantur^. 


vd sacramenta vel fides, ubi caritas non est; ut cum ad unitaXem caihclicam venitis, 
inteUigatis quid vobis conferatur et quantum sit quod minus habebatis, Caritas 
enim Christiana nisi in unitate Ecclesiae rum potest custodiri. Atque ita videatis 
sine Ula nihil vos esse, etsi baptismum et /idem teneatis et per iUam etiam monies 
transferre possUis, Quod si haec et vestra serUentia est, non in vobis detestemur et 
exsufflemus vd Dei sacramenta quae novimus vd ipsam /idem, sed teneamus cari- 
totem, sine qua et cum sacramenlis el cum fide nihU sumus. Tenemus autem cari- 
totem, si amplectimur unitatem. Amplectimur autem unitatem, si earn non per 
verba nostra in parte confingimus, sed per verba Christi in unitate cognoscimus, 

^ Sermo 185, c. 10, n. 43: PL 33, 811—812: Quid ergo, inquit, apud vos, cum 
ad vos transimus, accipimusf Respondeo: Non quidem accipitis baptismum, qui 
vobis extra compagem corporis Christi inesse potuit, prodesse non potuit, Sed 
itccipitis unitatem spiritus in vinculo pads (Eph. 4, 3), sine qua nemo poterit 
videre Deum, d caritatem quae, sicut scriptum est, cooperit multitudinem 
peecatorum (1 Petr. 4, 8). Quod tarn magnum bonum, sine quo nec linguas 
hominum et angdorum, rue scienliam omnium sacramentorum, rue prophdiam, 
rue tantam /idem qua monies transferantur, rue omnia quae possidet homo distri- 
bula pauperibus, rue corporis in ignibus passiorum prodesse aliquid Apostolus 
testis est (1 Cor. 13, 1—3): hoc ergo tarn magnum bonum, si parvum vd nuUum 
putatis, merito infdiciter erralis; merito si in unitatem caihclicam non transitis, 
peritis, 

* Sermo 185, o. 10, n. 46: PL 33, 813: .., d veniant ad Ecclesiam Christi 
veram, hoc est malrem Caihclicam. 

* Sermo 185, c. 10, n. 46: PL 33, 813: .. . sed muUo magis isti eum (sc. 
Spiritum Sanctum) non acceperunl, ubi a corporis compage divisi, quod solum 
corpus vivifical Spiritus Sanctus, extra Eedesiam d contra Ecclesiam Ecclesiae 
sacramenta tenuerunt, et tanquam civili bello, nostris contra nos erectis signis 
armisque pugnaverunl. 

* Sermo 185, c. 10, n. 44: PL 33, 812: Si ergo oportd ut nos extra Ecclesiam 
d adversus Ecclesiam fuisse poeniteat, ul salvi esse possimus ... 

* Hanc ergo Eedesiam teruo, tu iUam non terus. Si ergo praecisus es, agnosce 
unde praecisus es. Redi et inserere, ru arescas d in igrum mitlaris . .. Etenim 
ubique diffusa est Ecclesia catholica ... Ilia autem uhique diffusa ubique tenet 
suos, uhique plangit praecisos. Clamat ad omnes ut revertanlur d inserantur. 
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This position of St. Augustine may seem intransigent^; indeed, 
in some ways it is. Nevertheless, if studied in the whole context 
it is less intransigent than some isolated sentences may suggest. 

Unity and Uniqueness of the Church — Mystical Body of Christ 

All depends ultimately on whether the uniqueness and unity 
of the Church as it is described and emphasized in the Scriptures 
is understood in all its grave implications, as Augustine under¬ 
stood it. Therefore he cannot form his theology on Church and 
schism other than by stating that the Bride of Christ is one only 
and that the separated are not this mystical Bride of Christ. 
Nevertheless, when Augustine applies this statement of prin¬ 
ciple absolutely to all Donatists and their individual lives, as he 
does for example in the letter written in 406 to Donatus, Donatist 
priest of Mutugenna, warning him: “You will be punished 
with eternal pain even if you die for Christ’s name outside 
unityhe did not take sufficiently into account the good will 
which surely opens a real possibility of salvation such as there 
exists also the separated if they are without personal culpa- 

Clamor eius non auditur, sed tamen ubera carikUis manare eachortaiUme non 
quieacurU, Sollicita eat pro proeciaia, damat in Africa ad Donatiataa, clamat in 
Oriente adveraua Arianoa,. ,Si non permaneant in infidditate ruraua inaereniur. 
Haec audite fratrea, cum timore ne auperbiatia; cum carikUe, ut etiam pro iUia 
oretia. Sermo Denis XIX, n. 12: Misc. Agost. I, 110-111. (A. D. 404). 

^ F. N. Dillistone, The Anti-Donatist Writings, in: A Companion to the 
Study of St. Augustine, ed. by R. W. Battenhouse, New York-Oxford 1955, 
p. 199: **We recognize the nobility of his spirit and the sincerity of his desire. 
Yet there was one thing, it seems, that Augustine was quite incapable of under¬ 
standing. This was the intensity of the longing in men's hearts at certain times 
for independence, for self-expression, for intimate personal loyalties, for a 
group dynamic. Such longing may burst out in strange ways... Revolution or 
schism seems for a while to be inevitable ... We doubt if Augustine was wise 
to insist so much upon the breach of unity and the lack of charity on the part 
of Donatists. We question whether his arguments and exhortations made 
much impression upon the Donatists.” 

* Foria autem ab Eccleaia conatitutua et aeparcdua a com page unitcUia ei vin¬ 
culo caritatia, aetemo aupplicio punieria, etiamai pro Chriati nomine vivua in- 
tendereria: hoc eat quod ait Apoatolua: Etai tradidero corpua meum ut ardeam, 
caritatem autem non haheam, nihil mihi prodest. Ep. 173, n. 6: PL 33, 755—756: 
CSEL 44, 644. Cf. ibid. n. 9: PL 33, 757: CSEL 44, 646-647: Conaidera omnia, 
retracta diligenter et elige quid aequaria: utrum nobiacum in Chriati pace, in Ec- 
chaiae catholicae unitate in fratema caritate gaudere; an pro nefaria diaaenaione, 
pro Donati parte, pro aacrilega diviaione, importunitatem noatrae circa te dilectio- 
nia diutiua auatinere. 
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bility. But this point was not elucidated until a later stage in 
theology, mainly in our times. 

Augustine did not arrive at a clear distinction between charity 
in the social aspect, as the substance of the Church and the 
root of unity, and charity in its personal aspect applied to the 
sanctifying of individual souls. Augustine stressed only the 
fundamental connection and identity between charity, the 
Church’s unity, and salvation. Moreover, he generally laid 
more stress on the lack of unity and charity in the sepa¬ 
rated bodies than on the positive values which remained in 
them. 

But his views on the separated body of Donatists were not 
entirely negative. He sometimes comes near to what can be 
called to-day some sort of theology of the Vestigia Ecclesiae. 
The sacraments, he asserts, are effective also in separation; it is 
the true Church which through her sacraments can procreate 
sons of God also in other communities: Tper hoc quod suum in eis 
habet, ipsa utique general non illae^. 

Bishop, as Pastor of the Church, striving for Unity 

Finally in the central idea that charity is the very substance 
of the Church, Augustine finds a splendid basis for his episcopal 
activity as regards both the faithful and the separated. The 
bishop as the bonus pastor, the good shepherd, has a most urgent 
responsibility for the sheep outside the flock also*. He shall 
detect the error of the heresy and of the schism — that is the 

^ De baptismo I, c. 10, n. 14: PL 43, 117; CSEL 61, 168: Qvmsi vero ex hoc 
genereJt unde aeparcUa eat, non ex hoc unde conjuncta eat. Separata eat enim a vin- 
culo caritatia et pacia, aed iuncta eat in uno baptiamate, Itaque una eat Eccleaia, 
quae aola Catholica nominaiur, et quidquid auum habet in communionibua divert 
aorum a aua unitate aeparatia, per hoc quod auum in eia habet, ipaa utique generai, 
non ilUie, Neque enim aeparatio earum generat, aed quod aecum de iata tenuerunt: 
quodsi et hoc dimUtant, omnino non generant, Uaec itaque in omnibus generat, 
cuiua aacramenta retinentur, unde poaait tale aliquid ubicumque generari: quam- 
via non omnea quoa generat ad eiua pertineant unitcUem, quae uaque in finem 
peraeverantea aalvabit, Neque enim hi aoli ad earn non pertinent, qui aeparationia 
aperto aacrilegio manifeati aunt, aed etiam illi qui in eiua unitate corporaliter 
mixti per vitam peaaimam aeparantur, 

* Sermo 46, c. 7, n. 14—16: PL 38, 278: Proraua audeo dicere, importunua 
aum ,, ,Tu via errare, tu via perire, ego nolo. Non wit poatremo ille qui me terret. 
Si voluero, vide quid dicat, vide quid increpet: Quod errabat, non revocaatia, 
et quod periit, non inquiaiatia (Ezech. 34, 4). Te magia timebo quam Ip- 
aumf Oportet noa omnea exhiberi ante tribunal Chriati ,,, Revocabo errantem. 
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apologetical and controversial part of his function — and more¬ 
over, he should bring all into union with the Church^. 

St. Augustine sincerely considered that his activity, both as a 
controversialist and a peacemaker between separated Christians, 
was a necessary outcome of a pastor’s essential charity. The Work 
for reunion is deeply rooted in the sacred mission of the pastor. 

The basic intuition of St. Augustine puts the reunion problem 
under the influence of the enormous dynamic power of charity 
as the very substance of the Church. And this intuition is genui¬ 
nely Christian. St. Augustine’s theology was essentially that of a 
bishop and a pastor, living from the substance of the Church, 
rooted in the Church, vigorously nourished and rich with the 
Church’s vitality. 

A more perfect conception of reunion work as inspired by and 
rooted in charity can hardly be found*. It was formed by 
St. Augustine in a particular historical situation with its hi¬ 
storical limitations, but it has in itself an abiding value. 

requiram perditam: vdis nclis, id tigam ... qiuantum mihi virium terrens Domi^ 
nus donate omnia peragraho: revocabo errantem, requiram pereuntem, 8i me pati 
non vis, noli errare, noli perire ... Si indiffereniem habuero errorem tuum, 
aUendii qui fortis est, pukU nihil esse ire in haeresim, 

^ „Aber er (sc. Augustinus) sprach mehr von der Kirche als vom Schisma 
und hielt die Liebe fur ein besseres Thema als den HaB.“ F. van der Meer, 
Augustinus der Seelsorger, Kdln 1951, p. 132. 

• MuUum valet ad propitiandum Deum Jratema concordia. Si duobus ex 
vobis, ait Dominus, convenerit in terra, quidquid petieritis fiet vobis 
(Mt. 17,19). Si duobus hominibus, quanto magis duobus populisf Simul noa 
Domino prostemamtis, participamini nobiscum unitatem, participemur vobiscvm 
dolorem, ei caritas cooperiat multitudinem peccatorum. De baptismo II, c. 12, 
n. 17; PL43,138: CSEL61, 193-194. 
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The Problem of Private Ownership in Patristic Thought 
and an Augustinian Soiution of the Fourteenth Century 

M. J. Wilks, London 


The teaching of the Christian churches today, amongst others 
the Anglican and Roman Catholic Churches, continues to sustain 
the belief that the Christian does not hold an absolute right of 
ownership over his material possessions: ultimate possession 
must reside in God, and the Christian himself has simply a use 
or stewardship of his earthly goods for the furtherance of the 
divine purpose^. This paper sets out to deal with an episode in the 
history of this teaching, and, in particular, to remark upon the 
use to which certain patristic sources were put in the develop¬ 
ment of this idea in the later Middle Ages. 

The problem of the legality of private ownership as posed by 
patristic sources is well known, and need only be briefly men¬ 
tioned. Of the many strains of classical thought inherited by the 
Fathers one of the more unexpected was the Stoic tradition of 
the natural community of property; and this was found to 
accord well with the Biblical accounts of the communal system 
put into operation by the early Christian community at Jeru¬ 
salem*. In the words of St. John Chrysostom, “God has given us 
the sun, the stars, the heavens, and the rivers, all of which we 
enjoy in common and none of which is for our private use . . . 
TMs is nature’s law and image. And if Grod gave all these things 
for our common enjoyment, his purpose was undoubtedly to 
teach us to possess all other things in common”. To use words 
like “mine” and “yours”, he added, means breaking up the 


^ The Christian Stewardship of Money (Central Board of Finance of the 
Church of England: London 1959), pp. 20—22; J. Leclercq, Christianity and 
Money, London 1959, p. 89. 

* N. Cohn, The Pursuit of the Millenium, London 1957, pp. 195—208; and 
for a more detailed account A. J. and R. W. Carlyle, A History of Medieval 
Political Theory in the West, I, Edinburgh and London, reprinted, 1950. 
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unity of life ordained by God^, and elsewhere he describes the 
words themselves as nonsense Similar sentiments can be found 
with SS. Cyprian, Zeno of Verona, and Ambrose*, whilst St. Ba¬ 
sil and St. Jerome labour the theme that man arrives naked into 
the world, takes nothing out of it, and therefore has no real 
grounds for claiming ownership in between. What he holds, he 
holds by violence^; and St. Gregory I even went so far as to 
suggest that the possession of private wealth was theft*. 

For the later medieval period the particular significance of all 
this was largely due to the fact that a selection of these passages 
was included in the celebrated collection of canon law texts, 

^ St. John Chrysostom, Homilia in I Tim., 12 (Opera Omnia: ed. Paris 
1838), XI 671. 

* St. John Chrysostom, Homilia in I Cor., x. 3 (Opera Omnia: ed. Paris 
1837), X 99. 

* St. Cyprian, Liber de opere et eleemosynis, 25 (PL 4, 620—621), Quod- 
eunque enim Dei esi, in nostra usurpatione commune, est, nec quisqaam a bene- 
ficiis tins et muneribus arcetur, quominus omne humanum genus bonitate ei 
largitate divina aeqtuUiter perfruatur. Sic aequaliter dies illuminat, sol radial, 
imber rigat, ventus aspirat; et dormientibus somnus unus est, et steUarum splendor 
ac lunae communis est. Quo aequalitatis exemplo qui possessor in terris redditus 
ac fructus suos cum fraternitate partitur, dum largitionihus gratuitis communis 
ac iustus est, Dei Patris imitator est; St. Zeno of Verona, Tractatus, I 3 (PL 11, 
287), nec fuit inter iUos discrimen utlum, nec quidquam suum ex bonis putabant, 
quae eis erant, sed erant iUis omnia communia, sicut dies, sol, nox, pluvia, nos- 
cendi atque moriendi conditio, quae humano generi, sine personarum aliqua ex¬ 
ceptions, aequabiliter iustitia est divina largita; St. Ambrose, Expositio in 
Psalmum 118, 22 (PL 15, 1303), cum praesertim Dominus Deus noster terrain 
hanc possessionem omnium hominum voluerit esse communem, et fructus omnibus 
ministrare: sed avaritia possessionum iura distribuit. 

* For St. Basil see PG 31, 261—277. This was adopted by St. Ambrose 
and, with interpolations, by Rufinus of Aquileia: as put into Gratian, D. 47, 
c. 8, this reads, Sed ait: quid iniustum est, si cum aliena non invadam, 
propria diligentius servo? 0 impudens dictu. Propria dicis? Quae? Ex 
quibus reconditis in hunc mundum detulisti? Quando in hanc ingressus es lucem, 
quando de ventre matris existi, quibus quaeso facuUatibus quibusque subsidiis 
stipatus ingressus es? Proprium nemo dicat, quod est commune, plus quam 
sufficeret sumptum et violenter obtentum est. On this see further S. Giet, La 
doctrine de Tappropriation des biens chez quelques-uns des p^res, Recherches 
de science religieuse 35,1948,55—91; De trois textes de Gratien sur la propriete, 
Studia Gratiana II, Bologna 1954, pp. 321—332. Cf. St. Jerome, Ep. 125, 20 
(ad Rusticum). 

® St. Gregory I, Homiliarum in Evangelia, II 40, 3 (PL 76, 1304—1305), 
NonnuUi putant praecepta Veteris Testamenti districtiora esse quam Novi ...In 
iUo enim non tenacia sed rapina muUatur ... Hie autem dives iste non abstulisse 
aliena reprehenditur, sed propria non dedisse . . . Nemo ergo securum se aestimet, 
dicens, Ecce aliena non rapio, sed concessis licite rebus fruor . . . 
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Gratian’s Decretum, To some extent the Decretum exacerbated 
the problem. For example, perhaps the most influential of Gra¬ 
tian’s texts was a statement that the common life was necessary 
to all who desired to serve God and to follow the apostolic 
tradition. The use of all things that are in the world ought to be 
common to all men in the same way that the air cannot be 
divided nor the splendour of the sun^. This text derives from 
a third-century Syrian work which purported to describe the 
travels of St. Clement I*. Here Clement’s father is said to be 
describing the opinions of Plato to his son. But by the time that 
the passage reached Pseudo-Isidore in the ninth century, not 
only was the work definitely ascribed to St. Clement, but these 
opinions were taken to be those of Clement himself — and for 
good measure Pseudo-Isidore made the pope support his state¬ 
ment by telling of the communal life of the Jerusalem commu¬ 
nity®. Hence it was accepted by Gratian as an authentic state¬ 
ment of St. Clement, and when added to other more genuine 
patristic passages, a very serious problem was presented to 
medieval writers. Not only did private property appear to be 
contrary to divine and natural law, but as Gratian himself 
pointed out, any human ruling made on the subject in oppo¬ 
sition to this would necessarily be invalid^. Thus the very exi¬ 
stence of private property in a Christian society was called into 
question. 

It has recently been shown that the canonists of the twelfth 
and thirteenth centuries made valiant attempts to mitigate 


^ Gratian, C. 12, q. 1, c. 2, Communis vita omnibus est necessaria, fratres, 
et tnaxime his qui Deo inreprehensihiliter milUare cupiunt^ ei vitam apostolorum 
eorumque discipvlorum imitari volunt. Communis enim usus omnium quae sunt 
in hoc mundo omnibus hominibus esse debuit. Sed per iniquitatem alius hoc dixit 
esse suum, et alius istud, el sic inter mortales facta est divisio. Denique Qrascorum 
quidam sapientissimusy haec ita esse sciensy communia debere, aity esse amicorum 
omnia. In omnibus autem sunt sine dubio et coniuges. Et sicut non potesty in- 
quit, dividi aery neque splendor solisy ita nec rdiqua quae communiter omnibus 
data sunt ad habendum dividi deberey sed habenda communia, 

• Recognitiones S. dementis Romani, X 6 (PG 1, 1422—1423). 

• Acts, 4,32. 34—35; cf. 2, 44—46. Decretales Pseudo-Isidorianae, c. 82 
(ed. Hinschius, Leipzig 1858), p. 65. 

• Gratian, D. 8 ante c. 2, Dignitate vero ius naiurale simpliciter praevalet 
consuetudini et constitutioni, Quaecunque enim vel moribus recepta sunty vel 
scriptis comprehensay si naturali iuri fuerint adversay vana et irrita sunt habenda. 
That all things are common by natural law is also asserted in D. 1 c. 7 and 
D. 8 c. 1: natural law is equated with divine law by Gratian, D. 1 ante c. 1. 
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the severity of this doctrine^. Some argued that with the change 
in the historical situation the conditions of the Primitive Church 
no longer applied; others that these injunctions were merely 
advice, not binding instructions or it was maintained that 
they referred only to superfluous wealth®; whilst it was also 
suggested that the community of property was intended to apply 
only in extreme cases of necessity where the safety of the com¬ 
munity was involved^. These arguments were ingenious, and 
most of them were presently made respectable by St. Thomas 
Aquinas. Aquinas was also able to adopt the Roman law theory, 
deriving through St. Augustine, according to which community 
of property was originally established by divine-natural law, 
but it could be said that human law had added private owner¬ 
ship® as a useful corrective to man’s neglect of this ideal situation. 

It is understandable that these expedients did not commend 
themselves to the more rigid theologians of the late thirteenth 


^ B. Tierney, Medieval Poor Law: A Sketch of Canonical Theory and its 
Application in England, Berkeley and Los Angeles 1959, pp. 26—39. 

* Cf. St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologica, II, I, 108, 4, Sed quod homo 
toUditer ea quae sunt mundi abiicicU, non est necessarium ad perveniendum 
in finem praedictum; quia potest homo utens rebus huius mundi, dummodo in 
eisfinem non constituai, ad heatitudinem aetemam pervenire; sed expeditius per- 
veniet totaliter bona huius mundi abdicando, et ideo de hoc dantur consilia 
Evangelii, 

* Cf. St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologica, II, II, 66, 2 ad 3, cum dicit 
Ambrosius, Nemo proprium dicat quod est commune, loquitur de proprietate 
quarUum ad usum; unde subdU, Plus quam sufficeret sumptui, violenter 
obtentum est, 

^ Cf. St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologica, II, II, 66, 2, Aliud vero quod 
competit homini circa res exteriores est usus ipsarum; et quantum ad hoc non debet 
homo habere res exteriores ut proprias, sed ut communes, ut scilicet de facHi ali- 
quis eas communicet in necessitate aliorum, 

^ St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologica, II, I, 94, 5 ad 3, distinctio pos- 
sessionum et servitus non sunt inductae a natura: sed per hominum rationem ad 
utUitatem humanae vitae, et sic etiam in hoc lex naturae non est mutata nisi per 
additionem; II, II, 66, 2 ad 1, Unde proprietas possessionum non est contra 
ius naturale, sed iuri naturali superadditur per adinventionem rationis humanae, 
Cf. St. Augustine, In loannis Evangelium, 6,1, 26 (PL 35, 1436—1437), Unde 
quisque possidet quod possidet? Nonne iure humanof Nam iure divino Domini 
est terra et plenitudo eius: pauper es et divites Devs de u7io limo fecit, et pauperes 
et divites una terra supportat, lure tamen humano dicit, haec villa mea est, hate 
domus mea, hie servus meus est. lure ergo humano, iure imperatorum. Quaref 
Quia ipsa iura humana per imperatores et reges sacculi Deus distribuit generi 
humano. This was put into Gratian, D. 8 c. 1. For this distinction in Seneca 
and in Roman law see Carhde, op. cit., I, 23—25, 36—54. 


Digitized by 


Google 



Private Ownership in Patristic Thought 


537 


and early fourteenth centuries who professed to reproduce the 
authentic teaching of St. Augustine. The total community of 
property was admittedly a standard of perfection: but was this 
not therefore all the more appropriate in a society which saw 
itself as a communitas perfecta, as a reflection of heaven on earth ? 
To allow the Christian a fundamental property right, however 
convincing the explanation, was surely a falling away from 
absolute standards of righteousness. And this attitude appeared 
to be supported by papal statements. For example, in 1111 
Pascal n had startled his contemporaries by annoimcing the 
poverty of the whole Church^ — and what else could this mean 
but that Christians had no rights of ownership? Again, how 
could all Christians be regarded, in the words of Innocent III*, 
as the pav/pertcUea Christi, the poor of Christ, if they possessed 
anything in their own right? Private property and Christian 
poverty seemed incompatible. 

The solution which was propounded in the early fourteenth 
century was by no means a novelty, and its roots lay deep in the 
Roman conception of society as a great treasure-house, or, to use 
the legal expression, as a fisc. As has recently been demonstrated*, 
the idea was closely associated with the Roman law theory of 
corporations. And three features of this theory are of particular 
relevance here: 

1. For a community to receive the status of a corporation was to 
give it the outstanding advantage that it could be regarded 
as a single ideal person. The members of a corporation act as 
one man, and for legal purposes this ideal being is of greater 

^ Cf. N. F. Cantor, Church, Kingship and Lay Investiture in England, 
108^1136, Princeton 1958, p. 124. 

* Innocent III, Reg., I 356 (PL 214, 329), Unde nos, qui vices Christi, licet 
insufficientes, exercemus in terris, eius sequences exemplum et praedecessorum 
nostrorum consuetudinem imitantes, ad reformandam inter discordantes verae 
pads concordiam intendere volumus et tenemur; praesertim cum ex discordantium 
ipsorum dissidio magnum tarn ipsis quam ecclesiis et pauperibus terrae suae 
immo et toti christiano populo provenerit detrimentum. This conception follows 
the Biblical definition of the poor as all those who receive the Cospel and 
inherit God*s kingdom on earth: Matthew, 2, 5; 5, 3—5; Luke, 6, 20; James, 

2, 5. Cf. G. G. Coulton, Five Centuries of Religion, Cambridge 1936, III 
155—156: in the Early Church ecclesiastical endowments were paid into the 
patrimonium paupertatis. 

• E. H. Kantorowicz, The King’s Two Bodies: A Study in Medieval Politi¬ 
cal Theology, Princeton 1957, especially pp. 173—192; alro P. Gillet, La per¬ 
sonality juridique en droit ecciysiastique, Malines 1927. 

• 35 StudU Patristica VI 
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reality than the individuals who actually comprise the cor¬ 
poration. 

2. It was maintained that the corporation itself became the 
owner of all the property and possessions of the members in so 
far as they concerned the aim of the society. Ownership was 
not permitted to private individuals, but was vested in the 
public personality which the corporation formed in law. 
The community, or its abstract personality, could therefore 
be described as a treasury or a money-bag: a fiscua, an aera- 
rium, a acuxua or a locvlua. Material wealth was basically the 
possession of the community seen as an ideal person, and 
permission to hold and use property could be gained only from 
the corporation, that is, from the abstract person — or, in 
other words, from the fisc, the great treasury of the commu¬ 
nity. The fisc, says a medieval version, is the stomach of the 
juristic person of the society, from which the members derive 
their physical resources^. 

3. Since the community was composed of actual people, it was 
necessary for the abstract personality of the corporation to be 
represented by a human being: otherwise dealings between 
the individual and the corporation would be impossible. 
Hence the rector or head of the corporation became the 
human embodiment of the abstract, ideal personality: he 
personified the whole corporation. Thus he became the effec¬ 
tive expression of the treasury of the community, and distri¬ 
buted the goods of the society to the members in accordance 
with their needs and the requirements of the community in 
general. 

The whole of this notion was then applied to the Roman empire. 
The imferium was invested with an abstract personality of its 
own, which held all the wealth and property of the empire and 
could therefore be described as a fisc. And this abstraction was 
given actuality for practical purposes by the person of the em- 

^ Ptolemy of Lucca (d. 1326—1327), Continuation of the De regimine 
prinoipum of Aquinas, II 7 (Aquinas, Opera Omnia, Parma 1862—1873), XVI 
243, Amplius autem quodlihet regnum aive eivitaa aivt casirum sive quodcunqvie 
coUegium assimilatur humano corpori, sicut ipse Philosophus tradit et hoc idem 
in Policrato [John of Salisbury, Policraticus, V 2] scribitur, unde comparatur 
ibidem commune aerarium regie stomacho, ui eicvi etomacho recipiuntur cibi et 
diffunduntur ad membra, ita et aerarium regie repletur theeauro pecuniarum et 
communicatur atque difjunditur pro neceeeitatibue eubditorum et regni. 
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peror: hence the statement in Roman law that all things belonged 
to the emperor^. 

With the Christianisation of Roman law this theory was applied 
to the Universal Church as the continuation of the Roman empire. 
The Church, as St. Augustine put it, forms a single ideal or per¬ 
fect being, namely, Christ*. Expressed in the more familiar 
terminology of St. Paul, all Christians constitute one body, and 
this body or person — this somebody — is Christ*. Therefore 
Christ, the ethereal expression of the Christian community, could 
be regarded as the ideal possessor of all its wealth; and the whole 
Church, seen as a corporation, becomes a treasury, the fiscus 
Christi. To quote Augustine again, the society of Christ is the 
fisc of Christ*; and commenting on Matthew, 6,20, “Lay up for 
yourselves treasures in heaven”, he speaks of him as the keeper 
of the great celestial bank to which all earthly riches should be 
committed®. Therefore, it could be argued, no Christian has full 
ownership (dominium) of his possessions, but derives them as a 


' Cod., VII 27; 3, cum omnia ease principia irUeUigantur, 

* E. g. St. Augustine, De doctrine Christi, III 31 (PL 34, 82), Chriati el 
Eccleaiae una peraona nobia irUimari; In lob, (PL 34, 855), una peraona Eccle- 
awe; In Psalm. 61 (PL 36, 730), Sed debemua inteUigere peraonam noatram, per- 
aonam Eccleaiae noatrae, peraonam corporia Chriati, Cf. St. Thomas Aquinas, 
Summa theologica. III, 48, 2 ad 1, caput et membra aunt quaai una peraona 
myatiea. 

* For this see further M. Roberti, II corpua myaticum di S. Paolo nella 
storia della persona giuridica, Studi in onore di Enrico Besta, Milan 1939, 
rV 37—82; A. Ehrhardt, Das Corpus Christi und die Korporation im spat- 
rOmischen Recht, Zeitschrift der Savigny-Stiftung fiir Rechtsgeschichte, 
Rom. Abt., 70, 1953, 299-347, 

^ St. Augustine, Enarrationes in Psalmos, 146, 17 (PL 37, 1911), Si rum 
habet rem auam publicam Chriatua, non habet fiacum auum. The theaaurua com- 
munia of the civitaa Dei or imperium Romanum is also described as ‘the Truth*: 
De civitate Dei, V 16 (PL 41, 160). Note also Aristotle, Politics, III 3. 

* St. Augustine, Enarrationes in Psalmos, 38, 12 (PL 36, 423—424), 
SoUicitudini tuae conailium do, Theaaurizate vobia theaaurum in coelo. 
Hie in terra ai vellea aervare divitiaa quaererea horreum: ... Quid ai dabo 
meliua? Dicam tibi. Noli commendare huic minua idoneo, aed eat quidam 
idoneua, illi commenda: habet magna horrea, vbi perire rum poaaint divitiae; 
magnua auper omnea divitea divea eat, lam forte dicturua ea, Et quando audeo tali 
commendare? Quid ai ipse te hortaturt Agnoace iUum, non aolum paterfamUiaa 
eat, aed et Dominua tuua eat. Nolo, inquit, aerve meua, perdaa peculium tuum ,,. 
Eat aliua locua, quo te tranaferam. Praecedat te quod habea; ru>li timere ne perdaa: 
dator ego eram, cuatoa ego ero, ,,, Sed ego, inquia, quomodo pono in coelo f Dedi 
tibi conailium: ubi dico, pone: quomodo perveniat ad coelum, nolo aciaa. Pone in 
manibua pauperum, 

35* 
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grant or gift from Christ. As a gift they cannot be claimed of 
right, but are held by the grace of God. Thus he is properly 
described as a pauper^, since, strictly speaking, he owns nothing 
of his own, but is merely lent his riches out of the treasury of the 
Church. According to St. Basil, he is simply a steward*, whilst 
St. Leo I speaks of him as a trustee, drawing both spiritual grace 
and earthly riches from the divine bounty*. Christ can in fact 
be said to keep two treasuries, or, as Pope John XXII, following 
St. Augustine, termed them, the locvli Christi^. There is the 
spiritual treasury, the sacramental or heavenly thesaurus of the 
Church, from which sacramental grace is distributed. And along¬ 
side it the earthly treasury, the material thesaurus Ecclesiae, 
which contains the earthly wealth and possessions of the Church, 
which are distributed by the grace of God to all Christians accor¬ 
ding to their needs®. 


^ Cf. St. Ambrose, De Nabuthe lezraelita, 16 (CSEL 32, 3, 511), ei cum 
sit pauper^ ex iUis est de quihus dicitur, tM afferent reges munera. According to 
Innocent IV possession and dominium of all things in the Chtirch belongs to 
Christ or the Ecdesia itself as the corpus Chrisii, They belong to the *poor' only 
in so far as they are distributed for their sustenance by the praekUi acting 
auctoritcUe papae: see further Tierney, op. cit., pp. 39~43. 

* St. Basil, Homilia in dictum Lucae, Destruam horrea mea, 2 (PG 31, 
263), ‘‘You have been made the minister of a gracious God, steward for your 
feUow-servants. Do not suppose that all these things were provided for your 
belly. The wealth you use belongs to others: think of it accordingly.*’ 

* St. Leo I, Sermo X (PL 54,164), Non solum enim spirituales opes et dona 
coelestia Deo donarUe capiuntur^ sed etiam terrenae ei corporeae facuUates ex 
ipsius largitate proveniunt, ut merito rationem eorum quaesiturus sit, quae non 
magis possidenda tradidit, qtiam dispensanda commisit, Muneribus igitur Dei 
iuste et sapienter utendum est, 

^ St. Augustine, Enarrationes in Psalmos, 146,17 (PL 37,1911), fiscus 
saccus est publicus, Ipsum habebat Dominus hie in terra quando loculus habebat; 
et ipsi loculi ludae erant commissi, John XXII, Eztravagantes loannis XXII, 
XIV 5, Venice 1567, pp. 115—116, Et si quaeratur, propter quos infirmos 
istos loculos habuerit f Augustinus, cuius dictum insertum est in decretis 
[Gratian, C. 12, q. 1, c. 16], responds dicens, Habebat Dominus loculos, 
a fidelibus oblata conservans, et suorum necessUatibus, et aliis indigentibus 
tribuebat. Unde constat ipsum de suis discipulis hoc sensisse, Nec hoc, scilicet in 
communi et quo ad proprietaiem aliqua habere derogat, 

^ E. g. Augustinus Triumphus of Ancona (d. 1328), Summa de potestate 
ecclesiastica, 29, 1, Rome 1584, p. 175, sictU dispensare thesaurum corporalem 
totius communitatis non pertinet nisi ad ilium qui praeest toti communitati, sic 
dispensare thesaurum spiritualem Ecclesiae pertinet ad ilium qui praeest toti 
Ecclesiae, On the theory of the sacramental treasury see further N. Paulus, 
Geschichte des Ablasses im Mittelalter, Paderbom 1922—1923. 
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Finally, when this theory was fully developed in the four¬ 
teenth century, it is seen to have immense social and political 
consequences. Just as Roman law required that the abstract 
personality of the corporation should be given expression by a 
human in^vidual, and more specifically by the head, so now the 
ca'pui Ecchside, the pope as vicar of Christ, becomes the visible 
guardian of the treasury of the Church^. He acts loco ChrisH, as 
the earthly embodiment of the corptis Christi, and is therefore 
the virtual possessor of all the goods and riches of the Christian 
society. He alone, we may say, exercises an absolute property 
right, whilst private rights of possession are nothing but gifts or 
grants made gratia papae to the individual members of the soci¬ 
ety. All that a man has, says Aegidius Romanus, is subject to 
papal power His is the earth and all that is within it, and he 
may do with it as he pleases. He has, according to Augustinus 
Triumphus, not only true possession but also the use of all things, 
whether they are held by clergy or laity®. It follows that a king 
must look to the pope for all his possessions — omne quod habet*^ — 
and he illustrates this by describing the royal power to levy 
taxation as dependent upon papal permission to redistribute the 


^ Alvaros Pelagius (d. 1353), De planctu Ecolesiae, o. 54 (J. T. Rocaberti, 
Bibliotheca Maxima Pontifica, III, Rome 1698, p. 137, Hie [papa\ est dispen- 
satoT Bummua . •. et universalis ministeriomm Dei et thesaurarum Chrieti et 
Eedesiae distributor; Conrad of Megenberg (d. 1374), Oeconomica, III 3,1 (Bibl. 
Columbine, Seville, MS 7, 7, 32), fif. 140vb“141rb, papa ... thezaurarius 
Christi, sol coeli, servus servorum Dei, Eedesiae universalis minister, Cephas, 
id est, caput mundi, 

* Aegidius Romanus (d. 1316), De ecclesiastica potestate, 2, 4 (ed. 
R. Scholz, Weimar 1929), p. 51, quis ergo diceret quod quilibet fiddis secundum 
se totum et secundum omnia quae habet non sit sub regimine Petri f 

* Augustinus Triumphus, Summa, 101, 7, p. 499, planum est papam vice 
Christi dominium et usum rerum habere non solum dericorum immo omnium 
laicorum. Est enim ipse Christus dominus Eedesiae et omnium iUorum quibus 
Eedesia plena est, sicut dicit glossa super Psal,, XXIII [i], Domini est terra et 
plenitudo eius; see also his use of I Chron., 29,11, Tua sunt Domine omnia et 
quae de manu tua accepimus, dedimus tibi, 101,4 ad 1, p. 497. 

^ Augustinus Triumphus, Summa, 1,1, p. 3, lUa potestas est in ministerium 
data ,,. etab ea [scU, papa] cognoscit esse omne quad habet: sed omnis pdestas 
saecularium prineipium, imperatorum et aliorum est talis, Cf. Gregory VII, in 
terra quoque imperia, regna, principatus, et quicquid habere mortales possunt, 
auferre et dare vos posse: J. D. Mansi, Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplis- 
sima collectio, Florence-Venice 1759—1798, 20, 535. Note also St. Bernard, 
Ep. 103, 1 (PL 182, 237), Regnum denique codorum pauperum est; et est regiae 
potestatis beare pro voluntate amicos. 
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wealth of the earthly treasury. For he is a stipendiarius^ the 
steward of the pope, the government of whose kingdom is paid 
out of the thesaurus corporalis^. The pope, vice Dei, is the great 
paymaster of the world: his subjects are the poor of Christ in 
that they have nothing which does not stem from his vicar. He 
is the common person*, the physical manifestation of the com¬ 
munity of ownership, or, if we may borrow the words of the 
fourth chapter of the Acts of the Apostles, he is the human 
expression of that heart and soul of the multitude®, each of 
whom said that none of the things which he possessed was his 
own, but that they had all things in common, and who laid down 
all things at the feet of the apostles and had distribution made 
to him according as he had need. 

^ Angastinus Triumphus, Summa, 1, 8 ad 1, pp. 12—13, SutU reges et impe- 
raiorts quasi ministri et stipendiarii ipaiua papcLe et ipsiua Ecclesiae, et per turn 
stipendiandi sunt thesauro corporali ipsius Ecclesiae pro pace et defensione eius 
secundum ipsius toMUionem, 

* Augustinus Triumphus, Summa, 22, 4, p. 132, dominus communis om¬ 
nium, 

’ Gf. Augustinus Triumphus, Summa, 19, 2 ad 1, p. 118, Papa igitur est 
caput Ecclesiae propter similitudines superius dictas; potest tamen cor appeUari 
propter alias conditiones; Ptolemy of Lucca, Determinatio compendiosa de 
iurisdictione imperii, c. 15 (ed. M. Krammer, Hannover and Leipzig 1909), 
p. 33,... tn corpore mystico Ecclesiae esse distincta offida sietU caput et membra 
ut in corpore materiali, omnia tamen ah uno dependere a quo est omnis motus et 
sensus, quod est Christus, cuius vices summus pontifex gerit. 
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St. Augustine’s Text of the Epistle to the Hebrews 

G. 6 . Willis, Wing Vicarage, Bucks. 


Dom Donatien de Bniyne demonstrated in the introduction 
to his edition of the Freising Fragments^ that St. Augustine 
himself revised the Latin text of the Epistles, and that his revi¬ 
sion is to be seen in the text of the Freising Fragments (r). Ten 
years later he returned to this question in an essay printed in 
Miscellanea Agostiniana^, and further demonstrated that 
Augustine did similar work on the Heptateuch, the Psalter, 
Ecclesiasticus, Wisdom, Job and the Gospels. 

The relation between St. Augustine’s citations and r is seen 
most clearly in the Epistle to the Hebrews, where the two are 
very nearly identical, r has a text which is generally related 
fairly closely to the Vulgate, but in Hebrews it is quite distinct 
from the Vulgate. It is true of St. Augustine also that his text is 
further from the Vulgate in Hebrews than anywhere else in the 
New Testament. 60 verses from this Epistle are quoted in the 
works of St. Augustine which have been edited in the Vienna 
corpus^ and in only three of them does he agree exactly with the 
Vulgate. This is a smaller proportion than in any other book 
of the New Testament, and de Bruyne maintains that in Hebrews 
St. Augustine made a fresh translation from the Greek, and did 
not merely emend an existing Latin version. This may well be 
the case, as Hebrews only came to be recognized as canonical 
during St. Augustine’s time, in Africa and in the West generally, 
and therefore there would hardly be an authoritative Latin 
version of it before his time, though there may well have been 
private versions. 


^ Lea Fragments de Freising, Collectanea Biblica Latina, Vol. V., Rome 
1921, pp. XXIII-XLVIII. 

* D. de Bru 3 me, Saint Augustin, reviseur de la Bible, Miscellanea Agosti- 
niana, Vol. II, Rome 1931, pp. 521—606. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



544 


G. G. Willis 


The Freising fragments fall into three parts, textually and 
palaeographically, and we are here concerned only with Hebrews, 
which is contained in the first and earliest part of the manu¬ 
script, which is of the sixth century, and probably written in 
Africa. Although r is a century later than St. Augustine, it has close 
affinity with his quotations from the Epistles, and this is especi¬ 
ally true of Hebrews. For example Hebrews 7,4—10 is exactly 
the same, word for word, in Aug. De gen. ad litt. X 19, and in r, 
where r is extant: it has a lacuna w. 6—8 in the middle of this 
passage. 

Augustine and r are marked by fidelity to the Greek and clarity 
of Latin rendering, which are principles enunciated by St. Augus¬ 
tine himself in De doctrina Christiana. My intention is to illus¬ 
trate this statement by examples drawn from Hebrews. 

i. Fidelity to the Greek 

St. Augustine’s basis is a good Greek text of Alexandrian type, 
and his renderings are often more faithful to it than those of the 
Vulgate. The following examples will illustrate this : 

(a) Word Order 

2,14. eum qui habebat mortis imperium vg.: > eum qui potestaiem 
habebcU mortis Aug. gr. x6v to xgdrog Ixovra rov Zavarov. 

6,1. ab operibv^ mortuis vg.: > a mortuis operibus Aug. gr. 
and vexQwv Igywv. 

7,4. decimas dedit de praecipuis abraham patriarcha vg.: xleci- 
mam partem abraham dedit de primitiis patriarcha r Aug. = 
gr. plur. dPqadfji Idwxev ix rojv dxqodLviojv 6 naxgidgxv^- 

(b) Omission 

11,39. et hi omnes vg.: hi om. Aug. cum gr. 1739, sah. Clem, 
om. oCxoi 

(c) Renderings 

6.8. elg xavaiv. in combustionem vg.: in ustionem r Aug. 

6.9. nenelapeda. confidimus vg.: confisi sumus r Aug. (ren¬ 
dering the perfect more closely). 

6,9. dyanrjxol. dilectissimi vg. carissimi d e : fratres carissimi 
r Aug. ddeXpol I pc. syr. dyantjxoi ddehpol 257, dd€X(pol 

dyanrjxol Y. 
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7,27. ^olag. hostids vg.: sacrificium r Aug. cum gr. D E P 
47 73 178 etc. ^alav. (cf. hostiam H O d e Ambr.) 

8,10. ini xagdlag. in corde vg.: super corda Aug. 

9,24. elg xeiQonoltfta elafjXdev dyia Xgiordg. in manu factis sanctis 
iesus introiit vg.: in manu fabricata sancta introiit christus 
Aug. cum gr. C D E K L al. pier, elg xeigonolrfia &yia ela- 
ijX^ev 6 KgunSg, 

11,39. /nagrvQTj^ivTeg dia rfjg nlarecog. testimonio fidei probcUi vg.: 
testimonium conseculi per fidem Aug. 


2, Clarity of rendering 

St. Augustine aimed at rendering the original clearly and 
unambiguously into Latin, and his renderings often diverge 
from those of the Vulgate and of Old Latin versions of this 
Epistle. 

9.26. ddhtjoiv destituiionem vg. remissionem Aug. 

7.26. djiilavTog inpoUutus vg. incontaminattLS r Aug. 

9,28. elg rd noXX&v Aveveyxeiv ipagrlag ad mvMorum exhau- 
rienda pecccUa vg. id mvMorum peccata portaret r Aug. 

7,24. anoQdpaxov sempitemum vg. intransgressibile Aug. Fulg. 

5.13. SneiQog expers vg. inexpertus Aug. 

9.27. dndxeixox staiidum est vg. constitutum est r Aug. 

7,27 etc. &qx^Q^Q pontifex vg. sacerdos or summus sacerdos d 
princeps sacerdotum r Aug. 

7,4. dexdxrpf decimas vg. decimam partem r Aug. 

7,6. SeSexdxcoxev decimas sumsit vg. decimavit Aug. 

2,15. Ivoxoi obnoxii vg. rei Orig. Aug. 

9,26. heel alioquin vg. ceterum de Aug. 

2.14. xaxojQyelv destruere vg. eveumare Aug. 

10,5. xaxoQxlCeiv aptare vg. perficere B r Aug. 

5.13. vtfniog parvuhis vg. infans Aug. 

2.14. noQanXrjalcog similiter vg. propemodum Aug. 

9,26. ne(paviQO)xai apparuit vg. manifestatus est Orig. Aug. 

9,26. owxeXelg c^msumrnatume vg. extremitaie Aug. 
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3, Errors 

It will be noted that many of these renderings appear in r Aug. 
but nowhere else. The close relationship between them can also 
be very clearly seen in the errors which they have in common. 

7,5. maindaXum haberU decimas sumere a pojmlo vg., which 
renders accurately the Greek dnodexarovv (-xolv B D 
Tov Xa6v, maridaJtura haberU a dtcimis pojnUi r Aug. 
(= ojid dexaTd)v rov Xaov) which does not make sense and 
must come from a misreading of the Greek. 

7.4. nriXbcoQ qmnins vg. qwdis r Aug. 

7.5. xal ol fxev ix x(bv vld)v Aevel, et quidem de filiis leui vg.; 
et hi quidem qui de filiis surd leui r Aug. 

7,5. iSeXtjXv&dxag ix xfjg daq>vog exierirU de lumbis 

abrahcLe vg. ex lumbis abrahae exierirU r Aug. contra ord. gr. 

7.27. inolqaev i(p6nai iavxdv aveviyxag, fecit semel se offeren- 
do vg. semel fecit offerens se r Aug. 

9.27. &jia^ semel vg. semel + tarUum r Aug. sine auct. gr. 
Every one of Augustine’s readings cited in this paper is suppor¬ 
ted by r where r is extant, and only five of his readings are sup¬ 
ported by any other authority, which demonstrates the extre¬ 
mely close relation between Augustine and r in this Epistle. 

Conclusion 

The comparative independence of St. Augustine’s text of 
Hebrews from either the Vulgate or the Old Latin tradition is 
remarkable. He appears to be conducting a thorough revision 
of its Latin text, or even making a fresh translation. No doubt 
in his days there was some fluidity in the Latin text of Hebrews, 
an epistle which was only at that time in process of being recog¬ 
nized as canonical scripture in the West. It was uncertain what 
was its authorship, and, if it were not Pauline, whether it ought 
to be admitted to the canon. In the East it was established some 
200 years earlier than in the West. St. Clement of Alexandria 
asserted its Pauline authorship, and in the Chester-Beatty pa¬ 
pyrus, P^, it appears between Romans and 1 Corinthians, show¬ 
ing that in the early third century it was established in the 
East as part of the Pauline corpus. Indeed St. Augustine asserts 
that he himself received it as canonical on Eastern authority^. 

^ Aug., De pecc. mer. et rem., 127,50. 
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In Africa it was first included in the canon of the New Test¬ 
ament in St. Augustine’s times, and very likely under his in- 
fiuence. The course of its adoption into the canon may be traced 
in the conciliar lists of New Testament books. The Council of 
Hippo, 393, and the Council of Carthage, 397, at both of which 
St. Augustine was present, list the Pauline Epistles as follows: 

Pavli apostoli episttdae tredecim, eivsdem ad Hebraeoa una, 
a form of words which seems to betray the recent addition of 
Hebrews to the canon, or at least to the Pauline corpus. But at 
the Council of Carthage of 419 this has become 

episttdae Pauli apostoli numero quattuordecim 
indicating that Hebrews has now achieved a settled position in 
the New Testament canon. Because of its recent adoption it was 
little used for liturgical lessons, and only three passages from it 
are attested in St. Augustine’s sermons as having been read at 
mass^. 

The fact that it had only just been admitted to the canon in 
the West may well accord with some fiuidity in its Latin textual 
tradition, and explain why St. Augustine felt free to conduct so 
thorough a revision of its Latin rendering, or even to translate 
the original for himself. 

^ Aug. Serm. 55, 5, 5; 82, 8,11; 12, 5; 255, 6, 6. 
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bei der Deutschen Akademie der WlBsenschafteii zu Berlin, 
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Der Verfasser arbeitet nach der literargeschichtlichen Methode die drei 
Hauptquellen der Dberlieferung dber Jesus heraus; er dentet die Beden- 
quelle als ein zu Lebzeiten Jesu geschriebenes Tagebuch eines Jiingers, aetzt 
die beiden andern in das Jahr 43/44 und beschreibt die Entstehung der 
Evangelien. Dann geht er den gesellschaftliohen, den geistigen und unter 
Ausnutzung aller, auch bisher tibersehener Angaben und Andeutungen -* den 
persdnlichen Motiven nach, die bald naoh dem Tode Jesu zur Bildung von 
▼ier wichtigen Gruppen gefiihrt haben, den Paulinern, den Deuterojohannemi, 
den Philippinem in Kleinasien und den von Antiochia ausgegangenen Petri- 
nem. Jede Gruppe hatte wenigstens ein Evangelium, die beiden erstgenannten 
auBerdem Briefe und entweder eine Apostelgeschichte oder eine Apokalypee. 
Besonders an den Petrusbriefen und am Judasbrief wird dargelegt, wie unter 
dem Druck der domitianischen Verfolgung in Kleinasien von zwei bedentenden 
Mannern die Einigung der vier Gruppen hergestellt und unter dem Zeichen 
„Petrus und Paulus** die Katholische Kirche gegriindet wurde, die nun die 
Glaubigen fur ihre Interessen in Anspruch nahm und von dem Kampfe gegen 
den Mammon und fiir die Aufrichtung des Reiches Gottes auf Erden abzog. 
Die Schnften der vier Gruppen wurden schon damals zu einem Neuen Testa¬ 
ment zusammengestellt, dem der Hebraerbrief und der Jakobusbrief nooh 
nicht angehdrten. Der Text der Schnften wurde damals der sogenannten 
Beta-Rezension unterzogen. Es wird weiterhin ausfBhrlich gezeigt, wie sioh 
dieses alteste Neue Testament bald vervollstandigt und allmahlich auf zwei 
Wegen, von Ephesos und von Rom-Alexandria her, durchgesetzt hat, wobei 
die Textformen und die hier zum ersten Mai genau untersuchten Reihen 
objektive Kriterien abgebem 
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1953. XXrV, 281 8. - gr. 8* Neuaullage in Vorbereitung 

Eosebtas. Werke. vm. Die Praeparatlo evangelica. Herausgegeben von Earl Mras. 

Erster Tefl: Elnleitung - Die Bdcher I bis X [Bd. 48,1] 

1964. LX, 618 8. - gr. 8* Brosch. DM 66,- (vergriffen) Lederin DM 60,- 

Zweiter TeU: Die BOcher XI bis XV - Begister [Bd. 43,2] 

1966. VI. 690 8. - gr. 8* Bibsch. DM 64.- Lederin DM 68,- (vergriffen) 

Theodoret. Eirchengeschidite. Herausgegeben von L^n Parmentier. Zwelte Auflage bearbeitet 
von Felix 8cheldweller [Bd. 44 (19)] 

1054. XXXII, 445 8. - gr. 8* 3. Auflage in Vorbereitong 
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KopUflch-gnosiltehe Schrlften I. Die Pietis Sophia - Die belden BQcher des Jeft - Unbekazmtes 
altgnostiscbes Werk. Horansgegeben von Carl Schmidt. Zweite Aoflage bearbeitet von 
Walter Till Pd. 46 (13)] 

1954. XXXVm, 424 S. - gr. 8* 

8. Aullage 1969. XXXVIII, 424 8. - gr. 8* Broach. DM 22,- (vei«riffen) 

NachdriiCk in Vorberettuzis 

Hlppolytui. Werke. IV. Die Chronik. Hergesteilt von Adolf Bauer f. Durchgeaehen. hersua- 
gegeben und in swelter Auflage bearbeitet von Rudolf Helm [Bd. 46 (86)] 

1965. XXXII, 218 S. - XI Tab., dav. 2 auf Auaschlagtaf. - gr. 8* 8. AufL In Vorbereitung 
EoMbhii. Werke. VII. Die Chronik dea Hieronymua. Herauagegeben und in 2. Auflage neu 

bearbeitet von Rudolf Helm [Bd. 47 (24.84)] 

1966. Ln, 541 S. - gr. 8* Broach. DM 88,- Lederin DM 86,- (vergriffen) 

Die Apoaiollsdien Viter 1. Der Hirt dea Hennas. Herauagegeben von Molly Whittaker [Bd. 48] 

1956. XXVI. 116 8. - 7 S. Beilage - gr. 8* Broach. DM 17,- Lederin DM 20,- (vergriffen) 
Orlgenes. Werke. IX. Die Homilien zu Lukas in der Cbeisetzung dea Hieronymua und die 
gricchiaohen Reste der Homilien und des Lukas-Eommentars. Herauagegeben und in swelter 
Auflage neu bearbeitet von Max Rauer [Bd. 49 (35)] 

1959. LXIV. 404 8. - gr. 8* Broach. DM 68,- Lederin DM 71,- (veigriffen) 

Sosomenus. Eirchengeachichte. Herauagegeben von Joseph Bides f. Elngeloltet, sum Druck 

beaorgt und mit Registem veraehen von GOnther 0. Hansen [Bd. 60]^ 

1960. LXVm. 525 8. - gr. 8* Broach. DM 77,- Lcdet.a DM 80.- (vMgriffen) 

Clement Alexandrlnut n. Stromata Buch 1-VI. Herauagegeben von Otto Stihlln. In dritter 

Auflage neu herauagegeben von Ludwig FrQchtel [Bd. 52 (15)] 

1960. XIX, 640 8. - 4 Abb. auf 3 Tafelo - gr. 8* Broach. DM 65,- Lederin DM 68,- 


In Vorhereitung hefinden etch: 

pie Pseudoklemenliaen 11. Rekognltlonen. Herauagegeben von Bernhard Behm t* Zum Druck 
beaorgt von Franz Paachke [Bd. 61] 

Clement Alezandrimis m. Stromata Buch vn und Vm. - Ezcerpta ex Theodoto - Bclogae 
Propheticae - Quia divea aalvetur - Fragmente. Herauagegeben von Otto StihUn. In 
swelter Auflage neu herauagegeben von Ludwig Frilcbtel 

Orlgonet Werke VI. Homilien sum Hexateuch in Rufina Cbersetzung. I. Tell; Die Homilien su 
Genesis, Exodus und Leviticus. Herauagegeben von W. A. Baehrena. In swelter Aullage 
neu bearbeitet von Max Rauer 


AuifUhrlieher Profpekt fUht auf Wuntch zur Verfflgung 
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RETURN CIRCULATION DEPARTMENT 

TO*"'^ 202 Main Librar 


LOAN PERIOD 1 2 3 

HOME USE 


5 6 




AU BOOKS MAY BE KECAUED AFTER 7 DAYS 

1 month loans may be renewed by calling 642-3405 

6-month loans may be recharged by bringing books to Circulation Desk 

Renewals and recharges may be made 4 days prior to due dote 


DUE AS STAMPED BELOW 



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY 
"form no. DD6, 60m, 3/80 BERKELEY, CA 94720 _ 
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